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HOW GOOD IS THE PLEASURABLE GOOD?

HE QUESTION of the pleasurable good presents two

I levels of difficulty. One is the level of understanding.

What do we mean by the pleasurable good—the bonum
delectabile? After analyzing this notion, and noting that the
expression bonum delectabile has more than one meaning, we
can, at this level, suggest an answer to how good the pleasurable
good is. The second level of difficulty concerns more the prac-
tical problem of the role of pleasure in moral life. To what
extent, or how, can we seek a pleasurable good as an object of
desire? We shall be concerned primarily with the first level of
difficulty, but in the light of what we can show about the nature
of the pleasurable good, we can also discuss in a general way
the role pleasure can play in moral life.

It is hardly necessary to dwell on the occasion for discussing
pleasure in relation to human life. It is enough to suggest that
pleasure is frequently misunderstood, both as to what it is and
what part it can play. The hedonist approach offers one solu-
tion—pleasure above everything else is to be sought at all
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times; moral life consists in gratifying our pleasure-seeking in-
stincts. There is, of course, the opposite extreme: pleasure is
somehow not a real good unless it can be related to some in-
trinsic good; it is basically only instrumental in character and
hence not something to be sought in any way in and of itself.
It is difficult not to gravitate toward one of these extreme posi-
tions. The task is to see if there is truly a mean position which
will establish just how good the pleasurable good is—that it
may not be as good as some think, but on the other hand that
it is, after all, a good.

Let us consider first how Aristotle introduces and develops
the notion along with some observations St. Thomas has to
make. In Book I of the Nicomachean Ethics, after considering
the purpose of moral philosophy, Aristotle seeks an answer to
the most important question of practical knowledge: What is
the ultimate good or end for man? “ Verbally there is wide
agreement; for both the general run of men and people say that
it is happiness, and they identify living well and doing well
with being happy; but with regard to what happiness is, they
differ. . . .”* Note that there is general agreement, not only
in the name “happiness,”? but also in identifying living well
and doing well with being happy. This identification of happi-
ness with activity of some kind is necessary for understanding
the problem we are investigating, for, as we shall see, pleasure
implies activity or operation.

* Nicomachean Ethics I, 4 (1095a 16-20).

2 The translation of eddaiuovia as “ happiness ” is objected to by Sir David Ross
in the following terms: “The conventional translation ‘happiness’ is unsuitable
in the Ethics; for whereas ° happiness’ means a state of feeling, differing from
‘ pleasure”’ only by its suggestion of performance, depth, and serenity, Aristotle
insists that evdaiuoria is a kind of activity; that it is not any kind of pleasure,
though pleasure naturally accompanies it. The more non-committal translation
‘ well-being ’ is therefore better.” (Aristotle, Meridian Books, Inc., New York, 1959,
p. 186.) However, the very ambiguity of the word “ happiness,” signifying inde-
terminately “a state of well-being,” is particularly appropriate, for at the outset
everyone can agree that we seek something like this, familiarly known as  happi-
ness,” leaving open the question in what it determinately consists. The whole of
moral philosophy will then be devoted principally to giving, so far as possible, a
resolution to this basic question.
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Following his usual procedure, Aristotle begins to inquire
into the various opinions on happiness. Significantly enough,
the first one he reports identifies happiness with pleasure. Hav-
ing noted that this view is “not without some ground,” Aris-
totle proceeds to distinguish three principal kinds of life: the
life of pleasure, the political life, and the contemplative. In
commenting on Aristotle at this point St. Thomas says, with
respect to these three principal kinds of life, “ Et has dicit
[Aristoteles) maxime excellentes.” * St. Thomas goes on to explain
this point by saying that whatever one is most influenced by
so he reputes his life to be; now, one is influenced most by
what one deems to be a supreme good; and thus lives are
distinguished by a diversity of what is taken, at least impli-
citly, as an ultimate end. In this context St. Thomas, after
pointing out that the end has the nature of good, divides the
good into three kinds: bonum utile (the useful good), bonum
delectabile (the pleasurable good) and bonum honestum (the
honorable or noble good). St. Thomas then adds: “Two of
these, namely the bonum delectabile and the bonum honestum
have the nature of an end, because each is desirable for itself.”*
The significant point here is that St. Thomas speaks of the
bonum delectabile, and not only the bonum honestum, as “ de-
sirable for itself,” opposing them both to the bonum utile,
which is understood as only good for something else.

However, some ambiguity of meaning still remains in the
phrase bonum delectabile, which also carries over into the Eng-
lish ““ pleasurable good.” Two distinct, though related, mean-
ings are present. Before indicating them, it should be pointed
out that both meanings have in common a reference to delight
or enjoyment. The difference is that in one meaning of “ pleas-
urable good,” the delight signifies a good possessed by the senses.

3 In I Ethic., 5, n. 58. The Greek text reads rpeis ydp elow paliocra ol wpovyorres.
Both the Oxford and Loeb editions translate mpovxorres as “ prominent.”” The
Latin maxime excellentes seems closer to the Greek; cof. Liddell & Scott, Greek
Dictionary, under mpoexw from which the participle mpovxorres derives.

¢ “Quorum duo, scilicet delectabile et honestum, habent rationem finis, quia
utrumque est appetibile propter seipsum.” In I Ethic., 5, n. 58.
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This is the first or strict meaning of “ pleasurable good,” for no
doubt this is what the expression was first imposed to signify,
sensible being which we first know. In the second meaning, an
extended one, *“ pleasurable good ” signifies delight in some bon-
um honestum, understood as something over and above mere
sense—what we might call “intellectual pleasure” or “intel-
lectual delight.” St. Thomas is aware of the ambiguity, for he
goes on to say: ““The good called honestum, which is the good
according to reason, has also a delight conjoined to it. Hence
the pleasurable good, as divided over and against the bonum
honestum, is the pleasurable according to sense.”®

Let us look first at the extended meaning of bonum delec-
tabile, the resting of desire in the possession of a good accord-
ing to reason, for it is significant that we associate the pleasur-
able with a good of the mind as well as more familiarly with
a good of sense. Now we speak of such intellectual pleasure
in several distinct ways. There is a wholly intellectual pleasure
we can experience in the delight of sheer knowing, in the under-
standing of something for its own sake. We also take delight
in acting according to moral virtue; indeed, pleasure or delight
is a sign that we have this or that virtue; the truly temperate
man, for example, is pleased in not being indulgent. Finally,
there is pleasure in contemplating works of art, in listening to
good music; this is quite a special sort of pleasurable good, pecu-
liar to human beings. It is at once a delight in a good of the
mind and of sense, mirroring the intimate union of sense and
intellect in human beings.

We are concerned, of course, with the pleasurable good in
the primary and strict meaning, the good in which the sense
appetite comes to rest. However, in discussing such pleasura-
ble good, we cannot escape reference to the extended meanings
of “pleasure ” because, as we shall see, human pleasure cannot
be understood only in its strict and primary meaning, since

5« Honestum autem dicitur, quod est bonum secundum rationem, quod quidem
habet delectationem annexam. Unde delectabile, quod contra honestum dividitur,
est delectabile secundum sensum.” Ibid.
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man never lives merely a life of sensation. On the other hand,
we do have such a life, and in this life the pleasurable good is
first realized. Hence, first of all, what is it precisely and where-
in lies its goodness?

Now it seems at the outset that such pleasurable good has
no other motive than the pleasure it gives, insofar as it has the
nature of purpose—an appetibile propter seipsum. St. Thomas
seems quite explicit on this point, not only in the passage we
have already quoted from the Commentary on the Nicomachean
Ethics, but in the Summa Theologiae as well. In the latter
work, defending the division of good into the three kinds, St.
Thomas states, in meeting an objection, “ Now those things are
properly called pleasurable which have no other aspect of de-
sirability except pleasure, even though at times they are
harmful and unbefitting.” ¢ The import of this last clause, as
well as the fact that St. Thomas is dividing the bonum delecta-
bile off from the bonum honestum and the bonum utile, seems
clearly to suggest that he has the strict meaning of bonum
delectabile in mind and that such pleasurable good has the
nature of purpose.

In refining our notion of the pleasurable good, we must take
into account two elements involved in sense pleasure: percep-
tion, an act of sense knowing, and a rest of desire in the good
received. So far we have stressed the latter element, the formal
aspect of pleasure, for when a good is possessed then desire
is at rest, precisely as terminating the movement of unsatisfied
desire. It is in this that pleasure or delight consists, even
though we can make some allowance for a certain pleasure
in the anticipation of pleasure. Pleasure, therefore, supposes
something other than just presence of and rest in an object;
it is both a knowledge of and an appetitive rest in a good.
Hence, in defining pleasure it is not enough to say that it is
a termination of the movement of desire when a good is present;

¢ “ Dicuntur tamen illa proprie delectabile, quae nullam habent aliam rationem
appetibilitatis nisi delectationem, cum aliquando sint et noxia et inhonesta.”
PP
Summa Theologiae 1, 5, Art. 6, ad. 2.
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it must also be understood that there is cognitive awareness in
the presence of this good.” The perception of sense is therefore
necessary for delight; still, delight does not terminate in per-
ception but is completed in bringing desire to rest.

These two elements, accordingly, are inseparably linked to-
gether in the pleasurable good: the sense perception, which is
itself agreeable, and the delight in this agreeableness by sense
desire. This is properly the bonum delectabile which men and
animals share. However, we cannot simply reduce sense pleas-
ure as man experiences it to the level of “raw” sense pleasure
as it is found in animals. Man certainly enjoys a pleasure
which, considered abstractly, is the same as that of the animal;
however, he does not experience it as mere animal but as man,
In effect, this means that man will enjoy a pleasurable good
better than an animal and in a way no animal could; it also
means that he can experience it worse than an animal ever
could because only man can pervert sense enjoyment by not
relating it to something characteristically human. In this way
man becomes more bestial than any animal.

Allowing for all this, it still remains true that the pleasurable
good in the strict sense is sense pleasure, that properly speak-
ing the pleasurable good is uniquely of the sense order, that is,
it is something peculiar to the sense order. Moreover, as we
have already pointed out, such a pleasurable good belongs to
the order of an end and has an attraction all its own. It there-
fore appears that such pleasure is related to the sense order as
the virtuous is related to the intellectual and moral order, each
providing an object of repose for the respective appetites.
This is why the attraction of sense pleasure is similiar to de-

"Cf. Summa Theologize I-1I, 31, Art. 1. “Respondeo dicendum quod motus
appetitus sensitivi proprie passio nominatur . . . Affectio autem quaecumque ex
apprehensione sensitiva procedens, est motus appetitus sensitivi. Hoc autem necesse
est competere delectationi.” Cf. Jean Langlois, S.J., “La Definition de la delec-
tation,” Laval Theologique et Philosophique, 1949, Vol. V, n. 2, pp. 170-196, Fr.
Langlois considers at length the definition of delectation, showing in particular
that while the perception of sense is necessary for delectation, still it does not
terminate in the perception but is completed in the appetite.
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light in the intellectual order provided it always retain some
ordering to a characteristic human good; at the same time,
the delight in a good of sense still differs formally from the de-
light in the good of reason and is not wholly reducible to it.
The whole problem, therefore, consists in sufficiently recog-
nizing, on the one hand, the strict pleasurable good as a
distinct kind of good, somehow truly an end, not simply
reducible to the bonum honestum and in which the bonum
delectabile in the extended sense is found, that is, a distinctive
" intellectual delight. The problem is aggravated by the fact
that the pleasurable good of sense often occupies an ambig-
uous position in the minds of some moral philosophers and
theologians who tend to reduce it simply to the bonum utile
or to the bonum honestum, making either too little or too
much of it.

The problem therefore is more involved than at first ap-
pears. In order to see all aspects of the problem so as to resolve
the problem satisfactorily, we need to analyze more fully,
somewhat more subtly, what the bonum delectabile is, both
in the broad and strict meanings, and what part it plays and
should play in human life. In Book X of the Nicomachean
Ethics Aristotle, and St. Thomas following him, treat pleasure
most fully, and for a reason assigned at the outset by Aris-
totle: pleasure is most intimately connected with our human
nature, and to enjoy the things we ought and to hate the
things we ought has the greatest bearing on virtue of charac-
ter.® Here we will consider only some of the more impor-
tant points made in Chapters 4 and 5 of Book X.

Delectation, pleasurable delight, is a certain perfect opera-
tion. In the activity of sense, there is the sense power itself

*The treatise on pleasure runs from chapter one through chapter five; it is
particularly chapters four and five which are relevant. It should be kept in mind
that Aristotle is approaching the final resolution, so far as it can be made, as to
what human happiness is, and the role of pleasure is inextricably involved in this
determination. True, enough, in this context it is the bonum delectabile of the
intellectual order that is now primary, but the role of sense pleasure is also rele-
vant and best seen in this ordering.
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as the principle of operation, and the sensible—what is sensed
—the object of the activity. For this activity to be perfect, there
must be the best disposition on the part of each. Sense operates
perfectly when the operation of sense is well disposed to some-
thing “ beautiful,” i. e., to what is most fittingly proportionate to
sense; there is delight, for example, in seeing beautiful color.
Consequently, when an operation is at its best it is also most
pleasurable or delectable. This relation extends throughout
human knowing and appetitive operation. “For there is de-
lectation not only according to touch and taste, but also ac-
according to all sense. And not only according to sense, but even
according to the speculative operation of the intellect. . . .”?
Now pleasure perfects operation, not efficiently, but formally;
not formally, however, in the sense of bringing about the in-
trinsic form of a thing, but as that which follows upon a thing
already constituted in its kind. It is by this precision that we
can see how pleasure perfects an activity as a certain end,
that is, as a certain perfection which is inevitably consequent,
just as, to use the happy analogy of Aristotle, the bloom of
youth follows upon those in the flower of their age.*®

Such pleasure is found only in the operation of sense and
intellect for a reason we have already indicated, namely that
knowledge of the presence of the good is a necessary condition
for pleasure. Each activity has its proper pleasure, not only as
sense differs from intellect but as sense differs from sense. We
thus have a basis for the graduation of pleasure. The more
immaterial the activity, i.e., the less it is embedded in matter,
the more the pleasure. Thus, the pleasure following upon see-
ing or hearing is superior to the pleasure following upon taste
or touch, even though the latter at times may be more im-

® “ Est enim delectatio non solum secundum tactum et gustum, sed etiam secun-
dum omnem sensum. Nec solum secundum sensum, sed etiam secundum specu-
lationem intellectus . . .” In X Ethic., 6, n. 2025.

*0“Pleasure completes the activity not as the corresponding permanent state
does, by its immanence, but as an end which supervenes as the bloom of youth

does on those in the flower of their age.” Nicomachean Ethics X, 4, 117ab 80.
(Ross translation.)
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mediately vehement; similiarly, the pleasure following upon
intellectual activity is superior to that of the senses, though
again the latter may at times be more immediately intense and
obvious. We thus see that the bonum delectabile, as a good
and as an end, cannot be isolated from the sort of activity
upon which it follows. We can only enjoy what is, as it were,
the fruit of an activity, and our various activities are specified
in terms of their principles, the powers and the objects. Yet,
and it is a point of no small consequence, though all dogs en-
joy pleasures in the same way, and so with other kinds of ani-
mals, men differ in the pleasures they enjoy. The ultimate
reason for this is the following:

“The operations and pleasures of animals other than men fol-
low upon a natural inclination, which is the same in all animals of
the same species. But the operations and pleasures of men arise
from reason, which is not determined to one thing. Hence it is
that some men delight in some things and other men are pained by
them.” *

An allied reason for this diversity is that some men are better
disposed according to reason than others not so disposed.
This, of course, leads to the consideration of virtue which is
the measure by which we judge which are true pleasures, even
as to sense, and which are not, for the man of virtue delights
in what are truly pleasures.

The point of this exposition of pleasure as drawn from Book
X of the Ethics is to note and underline the true and proper
role of pleasure in human activity. The bonum delectabile is
thereby seen to be a distinct kind of good, worthy of seeking
in terms of the activity it complements. Nevertheless, this
view of the role of pleasure in human life, and particularly the
view that pleasure seems worthy as an end, can readily pose
some questions and difficulties. What we have said so far, as

11« Cuius ratio est, quia operationes et delectationes aliorum animalium conse-
quuntur naturalem inclinationem, quae est eadem in omnibus animalibus eius-
dem speciei. Sed operationes et delectationes hominum proveniunt a ratione quae
non determinatur ad unum. Et inde est quod quaedam quosdam homines
delectant, et quosdam contristant.” In X Ethic., 8, n. 2060,
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drawn from Book X of the Ethics, treats pleasure primarily
in the extended sense, intellectual pleasure. Can we really
speak of sense pleasure in this way? In order to consider sense
pleasure more specifically, and to remove difficulties which
may still linger as to the value of sense pleasure, we have to
turn to Book VII of the Ethics. This Book treats continence
and incontinence, at the conclusion of which pleasure and pain
are discussed since they form the matter of continence and in-
continence. Now if we confine ourselves to sense pleasure, it
may well appear that the bonum delectabile is not really a
good in itself and not really an end. The following quotation
from the Commentary of St. Thomas appears to make this
very point:

Some bodily pleasures [i. e., those which are not naturally bad]
are medicine for some defect. A sign that this is the case may be
seen in the fact that only the needy experience them, for a man
finds no pleasure in food when he does not need it. Thus the
pleasure of food is a remedy against pain of hunger. Now it is clear
that it is better to be perfect than to become perfect. But pleasures
of this kind, which we say to be remedial belong to those who are
becoming perfect, not to those who are perfect, for they are caused
by a need of nature being removed. Therefore, they are not good
in themselves, but accidentally, namely insofar as they are neces-
sary for something else.*?

An author, commenting recently on this very passage, says:
“They are good, in other words, only as means, not as ends.” *
But the matter is not quite so simple. The whole of Lesson

XIV in Book VII of the Ethics, in which the quoted passage
occurs, expressly delineates the character of bodily pleasures.

12 “ Quaedam vero delectationum corporalium sunt medicinae contra aliquam
defectum. Et huius signum est, quia non sunt nisi indigentis. Non enim aliquis
delectatur in cibo, quando non indiget. Et sic delectatio cibi est medicina contra
tristiam famis. Et manifestum est quod melius habere aliquem iam perfectum
quam fieri. Huiusmodi autem delectationes, quas dicimus esse medicinales, acci-
dent his qui perficiuntur, non autem his qui iam sunt perfecti. Causantur enim ex
hoc quod per id quod non sunt bonum secundum se, sed per accidens, inquantum
scilicet sunt ad aliquid necessarize.” In VII Ethic., 14, nn. 1525-1526.

12 Thomas Dubay, S. M., “ An Investigation into the Thomistic Concept of
Pleasure,” The New Scholasticism, Vol. XXXVI, n. 1, Jan., 1962, p. 92.
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Earlier in the lesson it was pointed out that bodily pleasures
are good in some way—as removing contrary pains.'* In other
words, they are good, not unqualifiedly, but up to a certain
point. It should not come as a surprise that sense goods are
restricted goods. And it still remains true that it is not from
the fact that a man seeks and enjoys bodily goods that he is
bad, because all men in someway enjoy tasty food or wine, and
other such pleasures; they become blameworthy only in that
they enjoy these not as they ought.*®

The passage from St. Thomas quoted above actually appears
in the context of a parenthetical remark made by Aristotle
as to why pleasure is not thought to be good, and such a con-
text makes quite a difference in understanding the passage.
Two reasons are indicated why some think pleasure is not a
good: 1) some pleasures are activities belonging to a bad
nature, and 2) others are meant to cure a defective nature.
It is this latter reason St. Thomas is commenting upon in the
passage. It would seem to be reading St. Thomas a little
hastily to have him mean that any pleasure which is not bad
is only accidentally good and therefore only a means and not
an end; moreover, the passage appears in the context of those
who need to get into a healthy state, not for those who are in
it. In addition St. Thomas, along with Aristotle, points out
significantly that some men adhere only to sensible things and
do not enjoy intellectual pleasures; now because such men
have no other pleasures in which they recreate, it is not re-
proachable if they accept bodily pleasures as long as such

14 ¢“ Primo enim dicit, quod delectationes corporales sunt aliqualiter bonae, in-
quantum scilicet sunt necessariae ad depellendas contrarias tristitins. Quia etiam
per hunc modum, omne illud quod non est malum ex sua natura potest dici
bonum.” In VII Ethic., 14, n. 1518.

18 “ Kt huius signum est, quod ex hoc aliquis dicitur pravus quod horum bonorum
superabundantiam quaerit, etiam si nulli alii noceat. Non tamen ex hoc ipso, quod
quaerit corporalia bona, et delectatur, est pravus; quia omnes homines aliqualiter
gaudent pulmento, vino et venereis: sed ex hoc vituperantur aliqui, quod gaudent
in eis, non secundum quod oportet. Ex quo patet, quod delectatio corporalis est
bona usque ad aliquam mensuram, superabundantia autem ipsius est mala.” Ibid.,
n. 1520.
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pleasures are not injurious, either to themselves or others.*
It is not reproachable because they need them as remedy
against pain. In many respects, pain comes to man because of
his natural movements and activities; the animal nature is
always in labor.”” Even seeing and hearing cause pain, hence
the need and pleasure of sleep.

It is not surprising, therefore, to find pleasure referred to in
this context as medicative and curative; on the contrary, it
throws light on an important role of sense pleasure. Pleasure
and pain are contraries, and hence one will remove the other.
We therefore seek pleasure, in conformity with the animal
nature we have, as a relief from bodily pain. We are thus led
to see an important difference between the pleasure of sense
and intellectual pleasure. Intellectual pleasure has no contrary.
Pleasure of sense, on the other hand, has to be understood in
relation to its contrary, and it is in this sense that bodily pleas-
ure can be understood in its curative role, which is not to deny
that it is still a good and still worthy of desire. Let us there-
fore be clear on this point. Even though sense pleasure and
pain are contraries, in which respect pleasure can be under-
stood in relation to pain, as curative of it, nonetheless pleasure
is not to be reduced wholly to a remedial function. Pleasurable
goods which only relieve a need or cure an imperfection are
only incidentally pleasurable. A pleasurable good is intrin-
sically good in the sense it naturally complements our various
activities. It is our composite nature which gives rise to con-
trariety of pleasure and pain in the sense order and which
demands a curative role at times for pleasure.

¢« Dicit ergo primo, quod quia corporales delectationes sunt vehementes, quae-
runtur ab his quo non possunt aliis delectationibus gaudere, scilicet ab hominibus
qui solum sensibilibus inhaerent et delectationes intellectuales non percipiunt.
Et inde est quod tales homines praeparent sibiipsis quamdam sitim talium delec-
tationum, dum scilicet sponte seipsos incitant ad earum concupiscentiam, sicut
dictum est (n. 1524) de illis qui comedunt salsa, ut concupiscant potum. Et ideo,
quia praedicti homines non habent alia delectabilia in quibus recreentur, non est
increpabile si corporales delectationes accipiant, dum tamen tales delectationes
non noceant, nec eis nec aliis; si autem sint nocivae, hoc est pravam et increpabile,
sicut patet delectatione adulterii et cibi nocivi.” Ibid. n. 1528.

17 “ Semper enim animal vigilans est in labore.” Ibid., n. 1529.
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Let us now try to take into account all aspects of the bonum
delectabile and bring them together so as to reach some con-
clusion as to just how good the bonum delectabile is. First,
pleasure, whether of sense or intellect, is the rest of an appe-
titive power in some good that is loved, and that it terminates
activity. Since pleasure results from activity, we must see that
what is properly willed is an operation which pleasure com-
plements. In this precision, we see that pleasure is not willed
precisely as an end, since any pleasure is relative to the activity
concerned. Hence, pleasure in general is not enjoyed, but the
pleasure of tasting, the pleasure of seeing, or the pleasure of
contemplating.

Nevertheless, we have quoted from the text of St. Thomas
in which he speaks of the bonum delectabile as having the
nature of an end and as desirable in itself. How are we now
to understand this? By grasping how pleasure perfects opera-
tion, and in explaining this point St. Thomas distinguishes in
what way pleasure does operate as an end:

Pleasure perfects operation in two ways. In one way, by way of
an end, not according as an end is that on account of which a thing
is, but according as every good which is added to a thing and com-
pletes it can be called its end. In this way the Philosopher says
that pleasure perfects operation as a supervening end, that is to say,
inasmuch as to this good, which is operation, there is added another
good, which is pleasure, which implies the rest of the appetite in a
good that is presupposed.

In a second way as an agent, not indeed directly . . . but indi-
rectly, inasmuch as the agent, through taking pleasure in his action,
is more eagerly intent on it, and carries it out with greater care.®

18 «“ Respondeo dicendum quod delectatio dupliciter operationem perficit. TUno
modo, per modum finis; non quidem secundum quod finis dicitur id propter quod
omne bonum completive superveniens, potest dici finis. Et secundum hoc dicit
Philosophus in X Ethic., (1174b 31) quod delectatio perficit operationem sicut
quidam superveniens finis inquantum scilicet super hoc bonum quod est operatio,
supervenit aliud bonum quod est delectatio, quae importat quietationem appetitus
in bono praesupposito. Secundo modo, ex parte causa agentis. Non quidem directe
. . . Indirecte autem: inquantum scilicet agens, quia delectatur in sua actione,
vehementius attendit ad ipsam, et diligentius eam operatur.” Summa Theologiae,
III, Q. 33, Art. 4.
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The bonum delectabile, therefore, is an end in the sense that
it 1s the delightful termination and rest of the appetite in an
apprehended good. On the one hand, what formally motivates
the agent is the known good; on the other hand, because of the
pleasure to be taken in the activity, the agent is as a conse-
quence more eagerly intent on the possession of a good and
carries out the action with greater care and desire. Both points
are made in saying, for example, that one wills the good of
eating food which is tasty; one wills the contemplation of
truth, which is delightful. When pleasure is inescapably con-
nected with an activity, it does motivate or lead one to will
the activity itself; pleasure operates as a necessary property
of the good and is willed along with it. In this context, St.
Thomas can say:

It amounts to the same thing to seek good and to seek pleasure,
which is nothing else than the appetite’s rest in the good. . . .
Hence, just as good is sought for itself so pleasure is sought for it-
self and not for something else if the word for signifies final cause.
If, however, it signifies formal cause, or rather the motive cause,
then pleasure is sought for something else, i. e, for the good, which
is the object of pleasure, and consequently its principle and gives
form to it, for pleasure is sought because it is a rest in the desired
good.*®

We may therefore put the matter generally this way. We
delight in something for its own sake absolutely only when we
delight in what is the final and ultimate end. We delight in
other things insofar as an end being known and willed as good
1s, when possessed, delightful by reason of its form. Whatever
has an inherent goodness is delightful, which need not entail
that it be the ultimate end. The good of virtuous action, for ex-

1« .. dicendum quod eisdem rationis est quod appetatur bonum, et quod
appetatur delectatio, quae nihil est aliud quam quietatio. appetitus in bono . . .
Unde sicut bonum propter seipsum appetitur, ita et delectatio propter se, et non
propter aliud appetitur, si ly propter dicat causam finalem. Si vero dicat causam
formalem, vel potius motivam, sic delectatio est appetibilis propter aliud, idest
propter bonum, quod est delectationis objectum, et per consequens est principum
eius, et dat ei formam: ex hoc enim delectatio habet quod appetatur, quia est
quies in bono desiderato.” Summa Theologine, I-II, Q. 2, Art. 6, ad 1.
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ample, though not the end of man, is an end as having an in-
herent goodness and is by that fact delightful or pleasurable
to the man of virtue.? ‘

Intellectual pleasure causes no real difficulties since it is the
rest of the appetite in a bonum honestum. But does not the
position that sense pleasure is a good desirable as an end (even
in the qualified sense we have described) run counter to the
teaching of a certain number of moralists? Such a view main-
tains in effect that sense pleasure must be sought always in
conjunction with the bonum honestum or the bonum utile
with which it is associated by nature. Pressed to its logical con-
clusion, such a position would demand that the pleasure of
eating or drinking must be associated in intention with the
nourishment of the body. The bonum delectabile therefore
could not be sought in any way as an end; it could only be a
means.

But such a position would reduce the bonum delectabile to
the bonum utile and would deny that the bonum delectabile
is in its way desirable for itself and has an attraction all its
own. It would seem to be excessive moral rigorism to require
that a drink of coffee in the middle of the afternoon had to be
taken for the explicit intention of nourishment of the body. It
is not only permissible, but desirable, to drink coffee, not nec-
essarily and only for the sake of physical nourishment, but for
the pleasure it gives as related very generally to a life ordered
to the attainment of a bonum honestum, for example the good
of conversation or some other aspect of sociability. The last
clause of the preceding sentence suggests the distinction which
should be made and which appears to be overlooked in an ex-
cessively rigorist position. The partial truth in that position is
that man cannot seek the good of pleasure as an end absolutely
or simply, but it does not follow from this truth that the bonum
delectabile in no sense is an end. There is a lot of ground be-
tween what is purely a means and hence in no way desirable
in itself, and what is wholly an ultimate end, either absolutely

2 Cf. Summa Theologiae, I-II, Q. 70, Art. 1, ad 2.
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or in a given order. In between lies a host of ends which are
legitimately sought for themselves but which in turn serve also
as means to higher ends. The bonum delectabile belongs to this
order of ends which are also means, and if such ends cannot be
considered wholly apart from still being referred or ordered to
something else, they are nonetheless ends of a kind.

With this precision, we can say that man, being an intellec-
tual creature, in understanding and enjoying the bonum delect-
abile for itself must nevertheless understand and enjoy it by
analogy with the bonum delectabile of the intellectual order
and thus as associated with the bonum honestum; in brief, he
is to seek the pleasurable good of sense only in the way in which
he seeks the pleasurable good of the spirit, as referrable to a
bonum honestum.

However, we should acknowledge a diversity or graduation
within sense pleasures. The pleasures of touch and taste, the
most vehement of all, are the most instrumental in character,
ordered as they are to the good and preservation of nature
itself; yet as a bonum delectabile they terminate and repose
appetite however transiently. It is because of their vehement
character and because they can so easily go to excess that the
man of reason and virtue must deal carefully with them, but
it is precisely by being dealt with according to reason that they
can be good and can have an attraction all their own.

The pleasure of seeing and hearing already are more imma-
terial; the good of seeing and hearing and the consequent delight
in those activities are accordingly more worthy of desire. In this
respect, we can suggest what is most excellently sense pleasure
for man, the delight in experiencing works of art. It is the
pleasure which is proportionate to man, not as basic and com-
mon as pleasures of touch and taste, nor as lofty as the pleasure
of purely intellectual contemplation, but sense pleasure at its
finest as far as man is concerned. The composite nature of man
lends itself to pleasure of this kind; a form of contemplation
which is not abstract; a sense and intellectual delight joined
together, disinterested and yet intense, beyond any animal
need and still necessary in its way for the human animal. Per-
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haps the experience of hearing music is most revealing in this
respect. The sense appetite is aroused in the very hearing of
music; music represents in its distinctive way the movement of
emotion; the art of music, being an intellectual virtue, forms
tonal progression so that in the hearing of music the sense ap-
petite is aroused and resolved in accord with reason. We thus
have a bonum delectabile that is not wholly within sense, as
the pleasure of touch and taste, nor wholly within intellect, as
the pleasure of philosophical contemplation, but an intimate
union of sense and intellect in which man delights in an activ-
ity for its own sake. True enough, the contemplative delight in
a work of art has its further ordering, to the life of attaining
the full bonum honestum which is the life of intellectual truth
and goodness, but it is nonetheless a good desirable in itself and
with an attraction all its own.

Although it is beyond the scope of this investigation to con-
sider explicitly a supernatural point of view, nothing that has
been laid down here on the basis of moral philosophy is in con-
tradiction with a supernatural ordering. From an ascetic point
of view, progress in love of God and desire for ultimate union
with Him should not be sought simply for the sake of some
pleasure it gives. Hence it is that one can renounce the sense
bonum delectabile more and more if he finds this conductive to
achieving closer union with God, just as one can temper the
sense bonum delectabile for achieving even the natural bonum
honestum, since sense pleasure can easily distract and even fet-
ter reason.?? But the whole order of mortification and penance
presupposes that one is renouncing a lower good for a higher
good, not denying that the lower good is a good with a certain
attraction in and of itself. Moreover, a right understanding of
the nature of the bonum delectabile and the role it plays in
human life offset the dangers of a false ascetism and scrup-
ulosity. Among the most perverse men were those who would
never drink, never smoke and never eat meat; some of the
holiest men have done this too, but there is a world of differ-
ence, a difference between deviltry and sanctity. What must

1 Cf. Summa Theologiae, I-II, Q. 73, Art. 8.
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be kept in mind is the nature of man, composite of flesh and
spirit, sense and intellect. One can deny “ creaturely comforts,”
those pleasures which form so intimate and widespread a part
of human life, only if one is much more than man, and this
state 1s achieved by grace, not by mere human will power. Man
as man will become perverse if he denies himself of the sense
bonum delectabile altogether.

Let us summarize by returning to the threefold division of
the good. The bonum utile and the bonum honestum are at
extremes: the bonum wutile is only a means and never properly
an end; the bonum honestum is wholly an end, at least in its
own order, and not as such a means. The bonum delectabile
holds something of the position of a mean. The intellectual
bonum delectabile is a rest in the bonum honestum and there-
fore partakes of the character of the bonum honestum. The
sense bonum delectabile is varied. The pleasure of touch or
taste tends toward the bonum wutile without being wholly that,
for such pleasure still has an attraction of its own which the
bonum utile does not have; the pleasure of seeing or hearing,
especially in enjoyment of works of art, tends toward and even
participates in a certain way in a bonum honestum. The sense
appetite in such respects comes to its proper repose in the pres-
ence of a good connatural to man, just as in another way the
sense appetite comes to its proper repose through moral virtue
in the practical order of human conduct, for virtuous acts are
pleasurable acts. The temptation is easy and the tendency fre-
quent to reduce the bonum delectabile simply to the bonum
utile or to the bonum honestum. The first way leads to a den-
ial of human nature and scrupulosity; the second way leads to
sensualism and hedonism: The bonum delectabile is neither.
It is that good for human nature, attractive in itself, which is
enjoyed so as to enable such composite natures as we are to
attain better our wholly human delight of the bonum honest-
um, naturally and supernaturally.

JoEN A. OESTERLE
University of Notre Dame
Notre Dame, Indiana.



THE IMPECCABILITY OF THE ANGELS
REGARDING THEIR NATURAL END

[

on the angels in the Summa Theologiae can set it aside

without having acquired a new awe for the genius of its
author. Taking as his starting-point little more than a tangle
of half-truths proposed by non-Christian philosophers on the
separated substance and a mass of disorganized references to
the angels scattered throughout the writings of the Fathers,
St. Thomas was nonetheless able to sift what was true, order
what was haphazard, and, by dint of his own metaphysical and
theological acumen, add to this data not only scientific order,
but new profundity.

This work of St. Thomas will be our chief guide in examin-
ing St. Thomas’ theology of the angels as it bears upon the
question of impeccability regarding their purely natural end.
The traditional interpretation of the great commentators of
St. Thomas has been attacked by many outstanding Thomistic
scholars.® Tt is our task to re-examine the pertinent texts of St.
Thomas and his commentators on this question and endeavor
to show the solid position of the conclusions of classical
Thomism in the architectonic scheme of the entire synthesis
of St. Thomas. Although at first this subject may seem to be
an over-refinement of scholastic subtlety, its investigation
necessitates a thorough understanding not only of the entire
treatise De Angelis but also of the vital question of the nature
of free will. Freedom in man is an elusive thing; immersed as
it is in matter, the human will is extremely difficult to study, as
modern psychology has so keenly demonstrated. In the angel,
however, we are faced with the same problem of finite liberty,

I \EW who make an intelligent study of St. Thomas’ tract

1 Notably: J. Maritain, Chas. Journet, F. de Blic, Phillippe de la Trinite. The
various opinions of these writers will be considered later in this paper.
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but stripped of the complications and obscurities arising from
matter. By studying the angels we can better understand our-
selves, as well as go through them to God.

TrE PrOBLEM

The question of the angels’ ability or inability to sin can
raise a host of problems. For instance, one might ask what
kind of sin an angel could commit, and a compilation of the
Fathers’ opinions on this point could fill a volume. Again, the
question might arise which was so dear to the older commenta-
tors: whether through God’s absolute power there could be
created an intellectual creature who per se would be absolutely
impeccable.? None of these topics will be treated here, except
perhaps in passing. Our formal inquiry will be limited to
demonstrating this thesis: there exists de facto intellectual
creatures (angels) who per se primo, directly and immediately
are incapable of sinning as regards their natural end taken alone
(praecise sumptum) ®

We use the terms per se primo, directly and immediately
because we do not deny that the angels could sin against their
natural end ex consequenti, indirectly and mediately. One sins
in the former way by willing something that is contrary to the
good of nature, or God as he is the natural end. Lying and
stealing are examples of this manner of sinning. On the other
hand, one can sin per se primo, etc., against his supernatural
end and therefore consequently, indirectly and mediately sin
against his natural end. One can sin against his natural end
indirectly, even though it were impossible for him to sin directly
against it.

By definition, the supernatural order cannot be connatural
to any creature.* It is this complete lack of proportion between

2 An exccllent summary of the pros and cons in this matter may be found in the
Salmanticenses, Cursus Theologicus (Paris: Victor Palmé, 1877), vol. IV, disp. 9,
dub. 1.

® Ibid.

¢ * Ecclesia Catholica definivit supernaturale . . . praecise: quod est supra omnem
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the supernatural order and the creature’s natural powers and
exigencies that explains the radical peccability of all creatures
with respect to that higher order.” Obviously, then, any crea-
ture can sin directly against the supernatural good. In doing so,
however, he necessarily sins against his natural end, but only
ex consequenti and indirectly. This is true, as John of St.
Thomas explains, because the objects of the natural and super-
natural ends are so related that one cannot sin directly against
one end without thereby sinning indirectly against the other.®
To desecrate the Blessed Sacrament is to sin directly against
the supernatural order, but it is also contrary to the natural
law which commands us to handle sacred things in a sacred
manner.

St. Thomas, with his metaphysical skill, proved that no
creature can be absolutely incapable of sinning by his own
natural powers; that is, no creature can be absolutely im-
peccable with respect to both natural and supernatural orders.”
In this paper we are abstracting from the supernatural order.
We do not deny the clear teaching of St. Thomas that the
angels were created in grace and immediately elevated to the
supernatural order; the supernatural end is merely left out of

naturam creatam, prout excedit vires et exigentias cuiuslibet naturae creatae . . .”
(R. Garrigou-Lagrange, De Revelatione, Rome: F. Ferrari, 1950, vol. I, p. 18).

5 Ibid.

$“Quod vero in elevatione ad supernaturalia ita connexa sint ista obiecta, et
ordinatio in utrumque finem supernaturalem et naturalem, quod si avertatur ab
uno, avertatur ab alio, ex eo constat quod, si avertitur a fine supernaturali, hoc
ipso, non amat Deum super omnia; ergo non subicit illi omnia; ergo nec etiam in
ipsa naturali dilectione illi perfecte sublecitur. Quia naturalis dilectio, etsi directe
solum tendat in naturalem finem, tamen etiam petit ut non repugnet perfectam
subiectionem in naturalibus retinere. Unde non potest aliquis a supernaturalibus
cadere, quin etiam in naturalibus vulneretur; nec aliquod peccatum est  contra
supernaturalia, quin etiam sit contra naturam; quia non potest peccatum esse nisi
sit contra ordinem rationis et dispositionem naturae: quia etiam in ordine ad super-
naturalia ratio dietat ut illis non repugnet neque avertatur, quia bonum est naturae
sic elevari ad supernaturalem finem.” (John of St. Thomas, Cursus Theologicus,
ed. Solesmensium, vol. IV, Paris: Desclée and Co., 1953, diss. 43, a. 1.)

" De Veritate, 24, 7 c. Translations throughout article are taken from that of
Robert W. Mulligan, S.J., Truth (Chicago: Henry Regnery Co., 1952-1954),
vols, I-IT1.
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the question. Though hypothetical, it is possible to treat the
matter under this formality. In summary, then, our assertion
is this: the angels are incapable of sinning directly against their

natural end.
TrHE OPINIONS

In theological questions an appeal to the authority of the
Fathers of the Church is important. Unfortunately, such an
appeal is impossible in this question, since the problem was
never treated by them. They were much concerned with sin of
the angels, but their sole objective was to establish the fact of
their sin as recorded in Scripture, to explain the nature of their
sin and to insist on the absolute peccability of all free creatures.
Only with the advent of the Scholastic Commentators was the
problem first formally considered. Even St. Thomas does not
raise the problem explicitly.

The majority of the classical commentators affirm our thesis.
Chief among them are Capreolus, Cajetan, Bannez, the Sal-
manticenses, John of St. Thomas, Gonet and Billuart. Their
particular explanations will not be discussed here since we will
have reason to cite them frequently later on.

Principal among the older Scholastics denying our thesis are
Vasquez, Suarez and Molina. In his tract on the angels Suarez
presents three opinions regarding the impeccability of the
angels. Two of these he labels “extreme” and the third
opinion, his own, he regards as the middle and true position.®
The first “ extreme ” is the position of Capreolus, ete., which
maintains the impeccability of the angels with respect to their
own proper order. The second “extreme ™ is the opinion of
Vasquez, who held that the angels could not help but sin if
left in their natural state without the help of divine grace.
Suarez’ own “ middle and true ” position is that the angels are
free as to specification in such a way that they can sin in the
natural order if they so choose.’

® Francis Suarez, S.J., De Angelis (vol. II, Opera Omnia, Paris: Vives, 1854),
I, Ch. 7.
® Loc. cit.



THE IMPECCABILITY OF THE ANGELS 413

The question lay dormant for two centuries, but in our day
the war cry was again raised. The antagonist was Henri de
Lubac, S. J., and his book was entitled Surnaturel. In his book,
de Lubac proposed an unprecedented interpretation of the
teaching of St. Thomas and his contemporaries on the distinc-
tion between natural and supernatural love. He claimed that
they were opposed not as an act that is proportioned to nature
is opposed to an act that surpasses nature, but rather as a neces-
sary act is opposed to a free act. From this theory he concluded
that the beatific vision is the unique ultimate end for the moral
life of all intellectual creatures. A purely natural end for such
creatures could not exist even hypothetically. He concludes
that God is free to create or not create the angels, but if he does
create them, he must also order them to a supernatural end.'®
Although few theologians accepted de Lubac’s fundamental
principles, his opinion concerning the peccability of the angels
due to the exigencies of their freedom won many adherents,
even in Thomistic circles.

Two years before the publication of Surnaturel Father J.
de Blic, S.J. had published an article ** on the peccability of
the angels according to St. Thomas in which he charged that the
Angelic Doctor juxtaposes in his works two irreconcilable
. theses: 1) the thesis that the angelic nature is intrinsically
peccable and therefore capable of sinning in the natural state,
and 2) the thesis that the angels are peccable only with regard
to the supernatural order. To accuse as careful a thinker as
St. Thomas of contradicting himself is no light matter; it is
understandable that St. Thomas would change from an opinion
of an earlier work, but de Blic claims that he has contradicted
himself in the same work and even in the same article! **

Father Phillip of the Trinity, O.C.D., re-examined the
opinions of the traditional Thomists, de Lubac and de Blic and

1 Henri de Lubac, S.J., Surnaturel (Etudes historiques, Paris: Aubier, 1946),
p. 459.

1 F. de Blic, “St. Thomas et I'intellectualisme moral a propos de la peccabilite
de Pange,” Melanges de science religieuse, 241-280, fascicule 2, 1944.

12 Joc. cit.
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regarded none of them as satisfactory. He then proposed his
own thesis: “ According to the thesis which we propose, the
spiritual creature is capable of an ultimate good which would
be connatural and supernatural (contrary to the interpretation
of Fr. de Lubac), and there is the possibility of the angel sin-
ning in one state as well as in the other (contrary to the current
interpretation of Thomistic commentators) ; the thought of the
Angelic Doctor presents no antinomy (contrary to de Blic) .” **

Father Charles Journet is in full agreement with Father
Phillip of the Trinity and quotes Jacques Maritain to support
their position. Maritain claims that the sin of the angels would
have to consist in a purely voluntary non-consideration of the
regula morum: “The law according to which every being is
peccable would be applied to the angél, if the angel had been
created in the state of pure nature—I do not speak with regard
to a possible supernatural order; I am talking about the natural
order itself. St. Thomas never said the contrary . .. In the
state of pure nature, the pure spirit would have been able to
fall into pride just as he did in the state of grace,—to love
without measure his own excellence.” * Yet it seems that
Maritain himself is guilty of holding irreconcilable positions—
or at least an evolution has occurred in his thought—for in his

12 Phillippe de la Trinité, “ Du péché de Satan et da la destinée de I’esprit d’aprés
Saint Thomas d’Aquin,” pp. 44-46. (Satan, Etudes Carmelitaines, Paris: Desclée
de Brouwer, 1948). “Selon la thése que nous proposons, la créature spirituelle est
susceptible d’un bonheur ultime soit connaturel, soit surnaturel (contre l'interpréta-
tion du Pére de Lubac), et il y a possibilité de pécher, méme pour ange en l'une
et l'autre vocation (contre linterprétation courante des commentateurs thomistes),
la pensée du docteur angélique ne présentant aucune antinomie (contre le Pére de
Blic).”

i Jacques Maritain, Neuf lecons sur les notions premiéres de la philosophie moral,
pp. 129-184. Cited by Charles Journet, “L’univers anterieur & I’église,” Revue
Thomiste, 53:446, II1, 1963. “. . . il péche en voulant d’une maniére mauvaise
une chose bonne en elle-méme . . . La loi selon laquelle tout étre est peccable se
serait appliquée & Pange,—si 'ange avait été créé dans I'état de pure nature,—je ne
dis pas seulement & ’égard d’un ordre surnaturel possible, je dis & I’égard de T'ordre
naturel lui-méme. Saint Thomas n’a jamais dit le contraire . . . Dans l'état de
nature pure, le pur esprit aurait pu, comme il I'a pu dans I'état de grace, tomber
dans la superbe,—aimer sans mesure sa propre grandeur.”
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published lecture delivered to the Aristotelian Society of Mar-
quette University in 1942 he said: “. . . even the angels, who
cannot sin with respect to the natural order alone, are fallible
with respect to the supernatural order.” **

An answer to these charges was attempted by Father C.
Courtes, O.P., in an article that appeared in Revue Thomiste.*®
Father Courtés attacked the problem from a new angle. His
argument proceeds from the metaphysical notion of the per-
fection of the end as being that which wholly satisfies the
appetite so that the faculty can never swerve from it. The
angels, at the moment of their creation, are in immediate pos-
session of their natural end; consequently they are incapable
of defecting from it by sin. As we shall see in our development
of the traditional position, this answer, true enough as far as it
goes, is inadequate.

Now that we have briefly stated some of the opinions on this
question we can proceed to expose the doctrine of St. Thomas
as interpreted by commentators whom we feel to be more faith-
ful to his thought and his theological synthesis.

PRINCIPLES FOR A SOLUTION
PARTICULAR CONCLUSIONS REGARDING THE
ANGELIC INTELLECT

Since an angel is a purely spiritual substance not united to a
body, it possesses only the two faculties of intellect and will.
Since angelic sin is an act which involves these faculties, we are
very much interested in the nature of these powers and their
mode of operation in the angel.

A. The immaterial objects known by angels.

The first question that comes to mind regarding the angelic
intellect is: precisely what constitutes the object of their knowl-

18 J, Maritain, St. Thomas and the Problem of Evil (Milwaukee: Marquette
University Press, 1942) pp. 5-6.

18 C. Courtés, “La péccabilité de 'ange chez S. Thomas,” Revue Thomiste, 53:
133-1683, 1, 1958.
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edge? We are not interested in their knowledge of material
things; these are not to our point. As to the immaterial objects
of their understanding, however, we are more concerned with
how they know than with what they know. The mode in which
angels apprehend immaterial objects of knowledge has immedi-
ate bearing on our issue. We must ascertain two things: 1) the
perfection of their comprehension, and 2) whether the objects
are known through infused species or through the very form of
the angel. The immaterial objects which might conceivably be
known by an angel are three: the angels’s own being, other
angels and God. We will consider only the first and third of
those objects, since they alone pertain to our subject.

Assertion: Since the angels are immaterial, they are subsistent
forms, and consequently are intelligible in act. It
follows, then, that they know themselves through
their form which is their substance”

Cajetan reminds us in his commentary of this matter that
no thinking man would hesitate to affirm that the angels know
themselves. Yet to answer how they know themselves is not an
easy matter.®* The problem is to determine whether the angels
know themselves through their own substances or whether they
require an infused species for this knowledge.

Two conditions are necessary for all immanent intellection.
The first is that the object be united to the knowing power so
that they become one in intentional identity. The second con-
dition is that the object must be a formal principal of knowl-
edge with respect to the knowing power. However, for some
acts of intellection, two other conditions are required: the sub-
ject must be moved by the object, and the object must inhere
in the subject as an accident. The four conditions, then, are
conjunction, causality, motion and inhesion.*®

17T, 56, 1 c. References to the Summa Theologiae, other than translations, are
from the Opera Omnia (ed. Leonina, Rome: Typ. Poly. Vat. 1889). References to
the Commentary of Card. Cajetan will be from the Leonine Opera Omnia also.

18 Cajetan, op. cit., I, 56, 1, n. 1.

*Ibid., 1, 56,1, n. 2.
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That the angelic substance and intellect meet the per se
requirements for intellection is quite obvious. Since the angelic
substance is a purely spiritual form, it is necessarily intelligible
in act (actu intelligibilis) and as such can serve as a formal
principle of intellection. The union that is required between
the intelligible object and the knowing power exists in a most
intimate fashion in the case of the angelic substance and the
angelic intellect. The intellect emanates from the angelic sub-
stance as a necessary property, and like any other property it
is radicated in its proper substance. This union whereby the
angelic substance is actually known (actu intellecta) and the
angelic intellect is actually knowing (actu intelligens) estab-
lishes between this object and faculty and intentional identity
which is the greatest of unions according to Averroes.” The
angelic intellect, while not being the substance of the angel,* is
nevertheless in the angel’s essence and the angel’s essence is in
his intellect. As St. Thomas puts it:

There is no reason why one thing cannot be in a second and the
second in the first if this is in different ways, such as the ways in
which a whole is in its parts and the parts are in the whole, The
same is true here: the essence of the angel is in his intellect as an
intelligible is in a knower, and his intellect is in his essence as a
power is in a substance.??

The two requirements which per accidens accompany intel-
lection are not present in the angel’s knowledge of itself. The
knowing faculty is moved by its object only when it is in a
previous state of potency with regard to that object. Man’s
intellect, since it is in a state of potency regarding all intelligi-
bles, must always be moved by its object. This is due to its
imperfection in the hierarchy of intelligences.”® However, since
the angelic intellect emanates immediately from its essence

2% Averroes, De Anima ITI, Comm. V, Digressionis parte ult., in Solut. q. 2; cited
by Joseph Gredt, O.S.B., Elementa Philosophiae Aristotelico-Thomisticae (Barce-
lona: Editorial Herder, 1946), vol. I, p. 360.

17, 54,1c.

22 De Veritate, 8, 6, ad 6.

2] 79, 2c.
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with temporal simultaneity, it is clear that it must immediately
comprehend its own substance, for all the essential conditions
for knowledge are present: the substance, as an unreceived
subsistent form, is necessarily intelligible in act; and its intel-
lect, as a natural property, is perfectly proportioned and inti-
mately united to this substance from which it emanates. Thus,
the angelic intellect is never in a state of potency with regard
to its essence as an intelligible object, and consequently need
never be moved by it. The angel’s intellect is always in act as
regards its essence, even though it may be in potency with
respect to those things for which it requires infused species.
St. Thomas in his De Veritate has shown the position of the
angelic intellect between the human and divine intellects on
the basis of potency and act. It deserves to be cited here:

Now, in beings there are grades of act and potency. One being,
prime matter, is in potency only. Another, God, exists only actually.
All other intermediate beings exist both actually and potentially.
Similarly, in the genus of intelligibles, one being, the divine essence,
is in act only; another, the possible intellect, is only in potency, and
for this reason the Commentator says that the possible intellect in
the order of intelligibles is like prime matter in the order of sensi-
bles. All the angelic substances lie in between; for they have some-
thing of potency and of act, not only in the genus of being, but
also in the genus of intelligibility.

Now prime matter cannot perform any action unless it is per-
fected by some form . . . Similarly, our possible intellect can under-
stand nothing before it is brought into act by an intelligible form
. . . But since the essence of an angel, which is in act of the genus
of intelligibility, is present to it, an angelic intellect can understand
this intelligible reality within itself, namely, its own essence—and
not through any likeness of it but through the essence itself.?*

Because of the intimate union existing between the angelic
essence and intellect—a union of intentional identity—and the
perfect proportion of one to the other, it follows that the angels
know themselves with a perfect and absolutely comprehensive
knowledge. The angel’s essence is the primary object of its

# De Veritate, 8, 6 c.



THE IMPECCABILITY OF THE ANGELS 419

knowledge and the formal ratio of its knowledge of all things
other than its own substance.?

Assertion: Because the image of God is impressed upon the
very essence of the angels, they know God through
their essence precisely as it is a similitude of God.

The importance of this conclusion in relation to our solution
is vital; yet those who do treat it often explain it inaccurately
or quite falsely. The heart of the difficulty is to determine
exactly what it means to know an object in an image, for this
is how an angel knows God in the theory of St. Thomas. The
image in which God is known is the angel’s own essence. St.
Thomas is consistent in this opinion in all the places where he
explicitly treats the matter.*®

In general, there are three sorts of knowledge: 1) knowledge
through the presence of an essence in the knowing power;
2) knowledge through a similitude or species of the object in
the faculty; and 8) knowledge not immediately through a
species of the object, but through something else in which the
similitude is found.*

The first mode of knowledge is that by which the angel knows
his own substance. However, God cannot be known in this
way outside the beatific vision.?® The third mode is that which
is proper to man after the Fall. We know God by analogy with
his similitude found in creatures, yet this knowledge is very
imperfect since material creatures reflect God only as vestiges,
not as images.*

The angel’s knowledge of God in the natural state stands

2% “ Fssentia autem angeli est ei ratio cognoscendi omne quod cognoscit . . .
cognoscit enim omnia per modum substantiae suae, ut dicitur in lib. de Causis, et
secundum propriam virtutem et naturam, ut dicit Dionysius, 7 cap. de div. Nom.”
Ibid., a. 4, ad 6. Cf. also I-II, 50, 4 c.

28 St. Thomas, Super Libros Sentent. (ed. Mandonnet and Moos, Paris: Lethiel-
leux, 1929-47), II, dist. 28, q. 2, a. 1; Contra Gent., II1, 41; De Veritate, q. 8, a. 8;
q. 18, a. 1, ad 16; 1, 56, 3.

#1, 56,3 c.

8 Ibid.

7, 45 7c.
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midway between these extremes, partaking of both with a
leaning towards the latter.®® This is knowledge through image.
" St. Thomas defines the representation of an image as an effect
that represents its cause as to a similitude of its form.** Knowl-
edge through an image is formally distinct from knowledge
through a sign, just as intuitive knowledge differs from dis-
cursive knowledge. An image is that in which (in quo) we con-
template directly the thing imaged; a sign is that from which
(ex quo) we indirectly and mediately perceive the thing signi-
fied. It is well to remember that we are speaking of an image
precisely as image and not as a thing (prout imago et non res) .
If we consider an image precisely as such, the knowledge of
the image and that which is represented by the image is at-
tained by one and the same motion. This is not the case if
we consider the image merely as a thing (res). This is St.
Thomas’ explicit teaching in the De Veritate:

An image of a thing can be considered in two ways. First,
it can be considered in so far as it is a certain thing; and since as
a thing it is distinct from that of which it is an image, under this
aspect the motion of the cognitive power to the image will be other
than its motion toward that of which it is an image. Second, it can
be considered in so far as it is an image. Under this aspect, the
motion toward the image will be the same as the motion toward
that of which it is an image. Consequently, when a thing is known
by means of a resemblance existing in its effect, the cognitive motion
can pass over immediately to the cause without thinking about any
other thing. This is the way in which the intellect of a person still
in this life can think of God without thinking of any other
creature.?

This knowledge of God by the angels, however lofty it may
appear to us, nevertheless falls infinitely short of perfect knowl-
edge of God. It is knowledge through a created image, and no
created species can perfectly represent God.*® Yet it would be

80 «“ Unde magis ista cognitio tenet se cum speculari: quia et ipsa natura angelica
est quoddam speculum divinam similitudinem representens.” 1, 56, 8 ¢c.

71, 45,7 c.

32 De Verit., p. 8, a. 3, ad 18.

88Cf.1,12,2¢ 1, 56, S c.
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wrong to conclude that this knowledge is merely knowledge in
confuso simply because it is not and cannot be quidditative.
If this were true, then all natural knowledge of God would
necessarily be in confuso.** But this is precisely contrary to St.
Thomas’ teaching. The Holy Doctor admits that infused
species must be impressed in the angelic intellect if one angel is
to know another angel clearly and perfectly. But he never
claims that the angels need an infused species to know God
clearly and specifically. The reason for this is that God has
impressed his image in the very essence of the angel at the
moment of his creation. The angel, in knowing his own essence,
immediately, directly and in that same act of knowing, knows
God as imaged in his essence.

B. The Mode of Angelic Knowledge.

We have just investigated the manner in which the angelic
intellect acquires its knowledge. Now we shall consider the
manner in which it actually exercises that knowledge.

Assertion: The angelic intellect is never in a state of potency,
either essential or accidental, with respect to knowl-
edge of its own essence or that which is known
through its essence.

According to Aristotle, the mind can be said to be in a state
of potency in two ways: 1) the state of mind preceding the
acquisition of knowledge, and 2) the state of the mind which
has acquired knowledge but does not actually exercise this
knowledge which it has.*®* St. Thomas calls the first essential
potency (potentia essentialis), the second accidental potency
(potentia accidentalis) .*®

Man’s intellect, before acquiring any knowledge, is a tabula
rasa; ¥ it is in a state of essential potency. As we have seen
above, this potentiality of the human intellect is affirmed by

8¢ Cajetan, op. cit., I, 56, 3, n. 8.

85 Aristotle, De Anima, Bk. ITI, ch. 4, 429b.
% D¢ Verit., q. 8, 3. 6, ad 7.

87 De Anima, Bk. II1, ch. 4, 480a.
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St. Thomas when he refers to it as prime matter in the genus
of intellects.®® At the same time he explicitly states that the
angelic intellect is midway between the divine and human
intellects in that it has a mixture of act and potency with re-
spect to the acquisition of knowledge. At the beginning, then,
when the angelic intellect first emanates from its essence, the
intellect is in actual possession of some knowledge. The angel’s
knowledge can be of two orders, either natural or supernatural.
As for the natural knowledge, St. Thomas insists that the angel
is never in a state of potency regarding it: “In the first way,
therefore (i.e., in the state of essential potency), the angelic
intellect is never in a state of potency with respect to those
things to which its natural knowledge is able to extend.” *
This knowledge embraces knowledge of its own substance and
knowledge through all the intelligible species which are con-
natural to its intellect and which are infused at creation.*
Thus, the power of the angel’s intellect is entirely complete
with respect to what it can naturally know from the very
beginning of its existence.**

But, since the supernatural order is knowable only through
divine revelation, the angelic intellect is in essential potency
with regard to mysteries per se,** even though God may have
revealed some of these mysteries to particular angels at the
beginning of their existence.*®

The angel’s intellect in a state of accidental potency may
likewise be considered with respect to both natural and super-
natural knowledge. Natural knowledge in the angels may be
considered under three headings: (1) direct knowledge of their
essence, 2) knowledge of God mirrored and imaged in their
essence, and 3) knowledge of all things known through infused
species. The angel’s supernatural knowledge may be classed as

® De Verit., q. 8, a. 6, c.

37, 58, 1 ¢. All translations of the Summa are from the Summa Theologica,
tr. by Fathers of the English Dominican Province. New York: Benziger Bros., Inc.,
1947,

©1,552¢1,581c. 21,57, 5¢.

¢ Loe. cit. 48 Ibed.
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1) knowledge gained through infused faith while in statu viae,
and 2) knowledge of things seen in the Word through beatific
vision.*

We arrive, then, at the following conclusions from the princi-
ples of St. Thomas:

1) The angelic intellect is never in a state of accidental
potency with regard to knowledge which is had through
its own proper essence.

This conclusion is one of the touchstones of our solution.
Although St. Thomas does not explicitly mention it in the
Summa, it is in harmony with his entire thought in that work
and is explicitly affirmed in other works. When St. Thomas
inquired whether an angel knows himself through his substance,
he established the foundation for this conclusion. The sub-
stance of the angel is intelligible in act (actu intelligibilis) ; the
intellect which emanates immediately from this spiritual sub-
stance as a property is necessarily conjoined, united to the sub-
stance and perfectly proportioned to it in the ontological order.
In the intentional order it is radically identical with it. All the
per se requirements for intellection are thereby present. The
angel’s substance, then, is the primary object of his intellect and
the principle and foundation of his knowledge of other things.
This is explicitly taught by St. Thomas in the De Veritate:
“The intellect of an angel is not in a state of potency with
respect to his essence. In this respect, it is always in act; But
with respect to other intelligible objects his intellect can be in
potency.” *®

Because of the intimate union and perfect proportion exist-
ing between the angelic intellect and substance, the substance
is always actually informing its intellect, with the result that
the intellect can no more refrain from considering its proper
‘object than can our eyes, when open, fail to see colors. Again
in the De Veritate, St. Thomas formally teaches this and shows
further that the angel, in knowing its own substance, can also

1,58 1c 4 De Verit.,, 8, 6, ad 7.
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know other spiritual beings in an imperfect and confused man-
ner without the aid of infused species.*® That this is the authen-
tic teaching of St. Thomas is affirmed by all his great com-
mentators: Bannez, Cajetan, Sylvester of Ferrara, Capreolus,
Gonet and Billuart.

2) The angelic intellect is never in a state of accidental
potency with respect to its natural knowledge of God.

This conclusion follows immediately from what we have said
about the angel’s knowledge of his own substance. We have
seen that it is the opinion of St. Thomas that the angels know
God not through the infusion of a species, but as mirrored in
their own substances. The angelic substance is a perfect image
of God in its own order; in this image they contemplate God
directly in an intuitive manner. By this knowledge, the angel
recognizes God as his Creator as well as his Final Cause. Thus
he is aware, in a single intuition, of his complete dependence
upon God as his beginning and end in the natural order.*”
Were this not so, it could not be said that the angel has com-
prehensive knowledge of itself, for a thing is known insofar as
its causes are known.*®

To anyone familiar with the Thomistic doctrine of knowledge
through an image, it should be manifest that it is as impossible
for an angel to be in a state of accidental potency with regard
to his knowledge of God as it is for him to be in this state
regarding knowledge of his own substance. As we have already
seen, it is one and the same motion by which one formally
knows the image and that which is represented in the image.
Thus it is that one can adore an image of Christ with the adora-
tion of latria, or venerate with hyperdulia an image of Our
Lady.* In our present case it must be admitted that the angels
are always actually (in actu) considering God as imaged in
their substance, for they necessarily are always considering
their substance.

¢ De Verit., 8, 14, ad 6. 8 Posterior Analytics, Chap. 2.
47 Héris, op. cit., pp. 442-448. 111, 25, 8.
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8) With regard to its knowledge of things through infused
species, the angelic intellect may be in a state of acciden-
tal potency. However, in no way can it be in a state of
potency with regard to the knowledge of things which it
sees in the Word (in Verbo).

The knowledge had through infused species is of two orders,
natural and supernatural. The species of natural things are
called connatural species and are infused into the intellect of
the angels at the moment of creation. The dignity of the
angelic nature somehow demands the infusion of these species.*
The species representing things of the supernatural order are
infused by God into the angel’s intellect at the moment of
elevation to the order of grace.

Since the revealed truths of faith are known by the angel
through infused species and not, obviously, through its essence,
it is left to the free will of the angel to consider or not to con-
sider these truths. Furthermore, it is impossible that the angels
consider simultaneously and actually everything which can be
attained through the different species unless they are ordered
in some way to one another so as to constitute a formal unity.”

On the other hand, in matutinal knowledge or knowledge in
the Word,** (a knowledge which pertains to the angel’s super-
natural beatitude) all things can be known actually and simul-
taneously, for in this case the divine essence serves as a single

501, 55, 2.

511, 58, 2. “Ea vero cognitione qua cognoscit res per species innatas, omnia illa
simul possunt intelligere, quae una specie cognoscuntur; non autem illa quae
diversis.”

52 The expressions “ Cognitio in Verbo ” and “ cognitio matutina” are generally
considered as co-extensive. But in I, 62, 1 ad 8, St. Thomas speaks of a knowledge
in Verbo in the natural order which he claims is not matutinal knowledge properly
so called. “Dicendum quod angelus duplicem habet Verbi cognitionem, unam
naturalem, et aliam gloriae: naturalem quidem, qua cognoscit Verbum per ejus
similitudinem in sua natura relucentem; cognitionem vero gloriae, qua cognoscit
Verbum per suam essentiam. Et utraque cognoscit angelus res in Verbo: sed
naturali quidem cognitione imperfecte, cognitione vero gloriae perfecte. Prima ergo
cognitio rerum in Verbo affuit angelo a principio suae creationis: secunda vero non,
sed quando facti sunt beati per conversionem ad bonum. Et haec proprie dicitur
cognitio matutina.”
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intelligible species.”® Here there is no possibility of a state of
accidental potency on the part of the intellect becatise beatitude
consists in an eternal act and not a habit.*

Assertion: The angels do not know by a process of reasoning or
judging formally considered; rather, immediately
upon the infusion of connatural species, they grasp
all that can be known in these species by a simple
intuition.

The importance of analogical reasoning in theology must be
borne in mind not only when treating of God, but also when
studying the angels. The perfections of intellect, will, etc. which
are predicated analogously of God and man are likewise predi-
cated analogously of the angels with respect to man. The com-
mon note of created intellect as shared by both angels and men
in no way diminishes the simple diversity existing between the
two kinds of mind. We are accustomed to speak of three acts
of the intellect: simple apprehension, judgment and illation.
Does this mean that we must affirm that all three acts are
possessed by the angels? St. Thomas’ answer is that only the
first of these acts of knowledge is proper and possible to the
angels because of the perfection of their intellectual life.*®

Pseudo-Dionysius, whom the Scholastics regarded as the
greatest theological authority in angelology, claimed for the
angels a perfect intellectual light since their intellect was a
“ pure and most clear mirror.” ** Of course, this statement is
not in itself sufficient to prove that the angels neither formally
reason nor formally judge. The validity of this conclusion fol-
lows from the Angelic Doctor’s understanding of this authority.

First of all, at the beginning of the tract of the angels in the
Summa, St. Thomas had to argue to the necessity of positing
the existence of the angels from the fact that man’s imperfect
possession of the intellectual light demanded a ereature who
existed with an intellectual nature in undimmed splendor.

527, 58, 2. 551, 58, 3 and 4.
547,58, 1. 51, 58,5 c.
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. . . to have a body united to it is not of the nature of an intel-
lectual substance, as such; but it is accidental to some intellectual
substance on account of something else. Even so it belongs to the
human soul to be united to a body, because it is imperfect and
exists potentially in the genus of intellectual substances, not having
the fullness of knowledge in its own nature, but acquiring it from
sensible things through the bodily senses, . . . Now whenever we
find something imperfect in any genus we must presuppose some-
thing perfect in that genus. Therefore in the intellectual nature
there are some perfectly intellectual substances, which do not need
to acquire knowledge from sensible things . . . and these we call
angels.®”

Having established the angelic intellect as a perfect intel-
lectual power, St. Thomas proceeds to determine the mode of
this power. He takes the term intellect in its formal sense as
distinguished from reason:

Therefore they are called intellectual beings: because even with
ourselves the things which are instantly grasped by the mind are
said to be understood (intelligi); hence intellect is defined as the
habit of first principles. But human souls which acquire knowledge
of truth by the discursive method are called rational 5

Discursive reasoning is opposed to the perfection of the
angelic nature, Can we say the same thing of the second act,
namely, judgment? In this operation, the intellect by affirma-
tion or negation either attributes a predicate to a subject or
separates a predicate from a subject.? If it is true that truth is
had formally only in the judgment, it would seem that the
angels exercise the act of judgment; for if truth is possessed
formally by man, it should also be possessed formally by the
angels as superior beings.

St. Thomas, however, denies the possibility of an angel’s
knowing through judgment. His reason is simple. Man must
by many acts of judgment attribute or deny predicates to a
subject merely because he does not by simple apprehension
immediately grasp all that is virtually contained in a concept.
This again is a result of the weakness of the human intellect,*” -

571,51, 1c ¢ De. Verit., q. 14, a. 1 c.
581, 58, 3 c. 807y, 58, 4 c.
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and cannot be predicated of the angelic intellect which is a
perfect intellectual light.*

Respecting the objection that the angelic intellect would not
formally have logical truth if it could not formally judge, some
clarifications of the notion of judgment are necessary. We can
distinguish two aspects in a judgment: 1) the composition or
division necessitated by the imperfection of the human mind;
and 2) the reference to existence in which judgment is perfected
and terminated. At the moment when subject and predicate
are joined by the judgment, the object known (objectum cog-
nitum) 1is not a composite but rather a single species known
intuitively. Thus if we elminate the antecedent composition
or division which pertain to the imperfection of judgment and
consider only the reference to existence which is the perfection
of judgment, we find that the angel is quite capable of attaining
formal, logical truth, for the angel can know existence and
non-existence.*?

One wonders whether St. Thomas is arguing validly when he
attributes only an intuitive mode of knowledge as proper to the
angels. He reaches this conclusion, it seems, merely by denying
to the angel acts which are proper to man’s intellect due to its
imperfection. Yet it is obvious that we cannot attribute to the
angels every sort of intellectual perfection. Why could not
judgment and ratiocination be an imperfection shared by both
angels and men? Cajetan solves this difficulty by distinguishing
what is common to every created intellect from that which is
" special and proper to man’s intellect. It is common to all
created intellects to have an admixture of potency in some
order; it is common also for created intellects to require super-
added species and many acts for perfect intellectual compre-
hension of diverse objects. On the other hand, it is proper to
man’s intellect to reflect on its phantasms, to be in essential
potency, etc.®® Thus, although man possesses all three acts of

1,85 5c.

*2 De Malo, 16, 6, 1 in contrarium; also: John of St. Thomas, Cursus Theol.,
disp. 42, a. 4, n. 48.

8 Cajetan, op. cit., 58, 4, nn. 4 and 7.
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reason, he needs the acts of judgment and ratiocination only
because the more perfect act of simple apprehension is possessed
so tenuously due to his imperfect intellectual light. It is for this
reason that Dionysius speaks of simple intellection, or intuition,
as a proper act of the angels, and possessed by man only as a
faint participation of a superior power: ° whence comes the
scholastic adage, “ inferiora ad superiora attingunt.”

Assertion: There can be no error per se in the angelic intellect;
but there can be error per accidens, not with respect
to natural knowledge but with respect to super-
natural knowledge.

That there can be no error in the angelic intellect per se
should be fairly obvious. Inerrancy is not something proper to
intellectual knowledge in angels, but is common to all cognitive
powers with respect to their proper objects. To deny this would
be to deny the principle of intrinsic finality. The proper object
of the intellect considered formally as an intuitive power is the
quiddity of things or quod quid est. In human reason this
occurs not in simple apprehension but in judgment or illation.
In the first act of reason, the object known directly informs
the intellect (species tmpressa); the intellect then shares an
infallibility like that which the eye possesses in beholding color.
But in composing or dividing and a fortior: in reasoning, the
human intellect bears the same relationship to formal truth as
the eye in relation to the common sensibles such as distance,
hardness, etc.®® Since we have already shown that the angelic
intellect does not know by composing or dividing or reasoning,
it is clear that the angel cannot err per se in the same way
as man.*®

Man’s intellect, due to its mode of knowing, can err per
accidens with regard to both natural and supernatural knowl-
edge; this is not true for the angel. All falsity is a result of a

4 Dionysius, De Divinis Nominibus, c. 7; cited by St. Thomas, De Veritate,
15,1 ¢c.

%571, 17, 8.

%71, 58,5 c.
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defect on the part of some principle of knowledge. But defect
can never be found in something which is always in act accord-
ing to its nature. A defect can occur in a subject only to the
extent that it is in potency, for potency is the basis for privation
or further perfection. Act, however, is opposed to privation,
and a defect is a privation. Since the angelic intellect is in
essential act with regard to all things to which its cognitive
power naturally extends, it is clear that the angelic intellect
cannot be in a state of error even per accidens with regard to
natural knowledge.*

The case is quite different with regard to supernatural knowl-
edge. As we have seen, the angels are in a state of essential
potency with respect to this knowledge, for there is no propor-
tion between the natural and the supernatural. Thus this po-
tency can be subject either to perfection or privation.®®

With regard to error per accidens in matters supernatural,
we must make a distinction between the holy angels and the
demons. This was unnecessary in speaking of natural knowl-
edge—with regard to connatural truth both good and bad
angels are infallible. But concerning things supernatural or
those which depend upon God’s free will, both good and evil
angels can suffer intellectual defect, although in different ways.
We will present here St. Thomas’ argument in the De Malo; it
is a fuller treatment than that found in the Summa, but the
two explanations are completely harmonious.

Since every creature is in potency with respect to all that
exceeds his natural knowledge, says St. Thomas, his mind must
be illumined by a superior light if he is to attain this higher
knowledge. Thus an inferior angel is illumined by a superior
angel. But for supernatural knowledge the light that divine
grace bestows is necessary. Since this is altogether gratuitous,
however, it can be said that every angel is secundum quid intel-
lectually defective. But while in the good angels this defect is
simple nescience, that of the devils is false opinion. This is
because the holy angels do not presume to judge of those

%7 De Malo, q. 16, 6 c. %% Ibid.
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matters which exceed them, but the evil spirits, their minds
rebellious and their wills fixed in malice, proudly attempt to
fathom the mysteries of God and consequently err.®®

There is much more that could be said of error per accidens
in the bad angels, but it would take us far afield. The important
conclusion for our present problem is that the angelic intellect,
regarding natural knowledge, is infallible speculatively and
practically, per se and per accidens.

PARTICULAR CONCLUSIONS CONCERNING THE ANGELIC WILL

Assertion: Free will exists in the angels; it exists in them even
more excellently than in man, just as the angel’s
intellect is more excellent than man’s.

Free will is a power possessed by all spiritual beings. Ac-
tually, free will is not really distinct from will considered as
potency. Free will expresses that aspect of the intellectual
appetite which concerns itself with means to an end rather
than the end itself; it is concerned with the realm of particular
goods which can in no way necessitate the will, but which may
be freely accepted or rejected. On the other hand, the will as
distinct from free will (voluntas ut natura as opposed to
voluntas ut ratio) expresses the appetite precisely as it tends
to the good, or end, which is sought for its own sake, or else it
refers to the necessary movement of the intellectual appetite in
its desire for beatitude and the things necessarily connected
with it.”° Since the will is necessitated only by the universal
good (universalis ratio boni) which is presented to it by the
intellect, all goods which fall short of this universal good can
never completely satisfy the will, and therefore are the objects
of free choice.”™

St. Thomas teaches that free will in the angels is more
excellent than the analogous faculty possessed by man.” This
is quite reasonable, since the will must follow the intellect and
be proportioned to it. We have already shown that the angelic

%® De Malo, q. 16, 6 c. 7, 59,8
707, 83, 4. "2 Ibid.



432 RAYMOND E. MARIEB

intellect stands to the human intellect as the perfect to the
imperfect; we must now investigate the notion of free will and
try to determine precisely how the angelic will is more perfect
than ours. ‘

Our best source in this matter is the De Malo, the fifth article
of the sixteenth question. In the body of this article, St.
Thomas clearly and carefully distinguishes what pertains per se
to free will from what is merely concommitant or accidental
to it. In short, since free will is a “ simply-simple ” and analo-
gous perfection, St. Thomas clearly shows that what is acci-
dental to free will need not be found in all subjects possessing it;
but all must possess what pertains to freedom per se. St.
Thomas’ explanation in the De Malo can be summarized in
the following points: ™

1. God, men and angels possess the power of choosing means

suitable for attaining an end. This pertains per se to free will.

2. The power of choosing between good and evil pertains only
per accidens to free will; neither God nor the beatified angels
and souls possess it.

8. The power of changing one’s mind (mutatio wvoluntatis)
merely per accidens pertains to free will:

a) intrinsically, men can change their will; so can the angels
before making their first choice;

b) extrinsically, God can change the will by his grace: this
is found in men on earth and only in the angels previous
to first choice.

The Thomistic doctrine of angelic free will can be briefly
stated in four points:

1) The perfection of free will consists in the ability to choose
proper means to attain an end ( freedom of specification). The
angels possess this perfection in common with God and man.
But this power is more excellent in the angels than in man as
John of St. Thomas explains: “. . . because they possess a more
exalted intellect, they regard their object with greater univer-
sality and indifference.” ™

" De Malo, q. 186, 5.
"“John of St. Thomas, Cursus Theol., Q. 59, a. 8, in the Summa Litterae.
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2) The will of the angel is undetermined with regard to
things inferior to it, but is determined to that which is
superior.”™

3) The angelic will cannot choose evil under the guise of
apparent good in the natural order. The reason for this is that
the will is ordered to the good as its proper object. An appetite
can seek evil as its object when the evil is apprehended as
somehow good by a defect on the part of the intellect.”® But,
as we have seen, defect regarding natural truth is impossible to
the angelic intellect.

4) Once the angel has made a free choice, he remains
immovable in that choice. This is true in both natural and
supernatural orders, stemming as it does from the very nature
of angelic knowledge as St. Thomas points out in the De Malo:

This pertains to the angelic nature, that they should possess the
knowledge of all that they are naturally capable of knowing in act;
just as we naturally have the knowledge of first principles in act,
from which we proceed by reasoning to acquire a knowledge of
conclusions. But this does not happen in the angels, because they
intuit in those principles all the conclusions which pertain to their
natural knowledge. And just as we are immutable in the knowledge
of first principles, so their intellect is immutable as regards all those
things which it naturally knows. And since will is proportioned to
intellect, it follows that even their will is immutable concerning
those things that pertain to the natural order.”

“. .. quia est in ipsis altior intellectus, cum majorl universalitate et indifferentia

respiciens objectum suum.”

71, 59, 8, ad 2.

¢ De Malo, 16, 5 c.

** Loc. cit. “ Hoc autem ad naturam angelicam pertinet, ut actu habeant notitiam
omnium quae naturaliter scire possunt; sicut nos naturaliter actu habemus notitiam
primorum principiorum, ex quibus procedimus ratiocinando ad acquirendam cog-
nitionem conclusionum. Quod in angelis non contingit, quia in ipsis principiis
intuentur omnes conclusiones quae ad naturalem eorum cognitionem pertinent. Et
ideo sicut immobiliter nos habemus in cognitione primorum principiorum, ita intel-
lectus eorum immobiliter se habet circa omnia quae naturaliter cognoscit. Et quia
voluntas proportionatur intellectui consequens est quod etiam voluntas eorum
naturaliter sit immutabilis circa ea quae ad ordinem naturae pertinent.”
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Assertion: The angel loves God more than himself and all other
things with a natural and necessary love.

This natural love of God above self and all other things is
not proposed by St. Thomas as something proper to the angels;
rather it is common to all creatures.” What is more, St.
Thomas explicitly understands this love as a love of benevo-
lence (amor amicitiae) rather than a love of simple desire
(amor concupiscentiae). In St. Thomas’ time this point was
hotly disputed, but he explicitly rejects the opinions of his con-
temporaries who cannot admit the natural love of benevolence
of a creature for God:

There have been some who maintained that an angel loves God
more than himself with natural love, both as to the love of con-
cupiscence, through his seeking the Divine good for himself rather
than his own good; and, in a fashion, as to the love of friendship, in
so far as he naturally desires a greater good to God than to himself;
because he naturally wishes God to be God, while as for himself, he
wills to have his own nature. But absolutely speaking, out of
natural love he loves himself more than he loves God, because he
naturally loves himself before God, and with greater intensity.”

And then he states his own case:

We observe that the part naturally exposes itself in order to safe-
guard the whole; as, for instance, the hand is without deliberation
exposed to the blow for the whole body’s safety. And since reason
copies nature, we find the same inclination among the social virtues;
for it behooves the virtuous citizen to expose himself to the danger
of death for the public weal of the state; and if a man were a natural
part of the city, then such inclination would be natural to him.

Consequently, since God is the universal good, and under this
good both man and angel and all creatures are comprised, because
every creature in regard to its entire being naturally belongs to
God, it follows that from natural love angel and man alike love God
before themselves and with a greater love.®®

"8 Quodlibet. I, q. 4, a. 8. “Dicendum est ergo, quod diligere Deum super omnia
plus quam seipsum, est naturale non solum angelo et homini, sed etiam cuilibet
creaturae . . .”

"1, 60, 5 c.; Quodlibet. I, q. 4, 8. 3 c.

871, 60,5 c.
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Despite the apparent over-simplification, St. Thomas’ argu-
ment is firmly founded in his doctrine of the whole and the
part. The validity of the conclusion, as Father Héris explains,
becomes clear only when we study it in the light of the ensemble
of Thomist thought; then it is seen that few principles are as
firmly grounded and as fruitful as this particular thesis.

We must remember at the outset that God, as final cause
of all creatures, tends to communicate his goodness which is
his perfection. This communication consists in the creatures’
manifestation of the divine similitude according to their place
in the hierarchy of being. Since all creatures tend to this divine
similitude as their ultimate end, it follows that all beings seek
their own good because they seek to manifest the divine good-
ness, and not vice versa.** This inclination of all nature toward
its perfection is natural love.®

God communicates his goodness so that creatures might be
constituted a similitude of it. Since, however, no single creature
of whatever excellence can adequately reproduce this similitude,
God has provided for a multitude of distinct creatures, each of
which somehow supplies what another lacks in mirroring the
divine perfection. This ordered multiplicity of creatures taken
as a hierarchical whole constitutes a more perfect similitude of
God than any single creature taken alone.® So it is that St.
Thomas can say: “Even though an angel is absolutely better
than a stone, nevertheless both natures are better than either
one alone: and so a universe in which there are angels and other
things is better than one in which there would be angels only.” *

From this ordered multiplicity of diverse natures a two-fold
order is distinguished: 1) the relation of one nature to another,
and 2) the relation of the whole to the representation of the
divine similitude. The first order is subordinated to the latter

81 Contra Gent., I, c. 24.

821, 50, 1, ad 8.

81,47, 1c.

841 Sent., d. 44, q. 1, a. 2, ad 6. “Quamvis angelus absolute sit melior quam
lapis, tamen utraque natura est melior quam altera tantum: et ideo melius est
universum in quo sunt angeli et aliae res, quam ubi essent angeli tantum.”
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and has its raison d’etre in it alone.®® The doctrine of the whole
and the part as St. Thomas applies it to explain the creature’s
natural love of God can be understood only in this background.

TaE WHOLE AND THE PART

Every part obviously exists for the sake of the whole. Fur-
thermore, it is ordered to the good of the whole, otherwise it
would not be a part; for a part has no reason for being except
in relation to the whole: ““ Hoc ipsum quod est, alterius est.” *
Of itself, the part implies imperfection, disorganization and a
need to be completed by other parts. It is perfected, unified and
completed only when it has its place in relation to the whole.
Now it is natural for a being to have an appetite and love for
an object insofar as its nature inclines it so to act;®’ and since
it is of the nature of a part to be ordered to the whole more
than to itself, it follows that its élan will be directed toward the
universal good of love and ultimately to God himself, of whom
the universal good in a similitude, more than toward itself.®®

When St. Thomas uses the doctrine of the part and the whole
to explain the natural love of the angels for God, it is impera-
tive for us to recognize that he is arguing, as Cajetan points
out, from a sign (er signo).*® Father Héris interprets the
presentation of St. Thomas as a manuductio. In Héris’ explana-
tion, the theory of the part and the whole is applicable to the
order of created beings only when we are concerned with the
relation of the individual creature to the created universe of
which he is a part. From this point of view, the creature repro-
duces the divine goodness by way of similitude. But when we

% Charles V. Héris, O.P., “L’amour naturel de Dieu,” Mélanges Thomistes
(Paris: Vrin, 1934), p. 204.

1 60, 5.

STIII, 109, 8 c; “. .. unicuique naturale est quod appetat et amet aliquid,
secundum quod aptum natum est esse.”

88 Ibid. “ Unde etiam naturali appetitu vel amore unaquaeque res particularis
amat bonum suum proprium propter bonum commune totius universi, quod est
Deus.”

8% Cajetan, op. cit., q. 60, a. 5, n. 2.
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consider the relation of the creature, not to the created whole,
but to God, we enter a more elevated realm in which we are
concerned with formal participation, not with the part and the
whole.® With this in mind, the Holy Doctor’s argument can
be reduced to this syllogism:

The angel, as a finite participation of the divine Being, is related
to God, the infinite Being, as the part is related to the whole.

But the part is related to the whole in such a way that it loves
the whole more than itself with a natural love.

Therefore the angel loves God more than itself with a natural love,

With regard to this syllogism, St. Thomas implies the major
premise and explains the minor by two examples: 1) from
irrational nature: the hand instantly comes to the defense of
the body when the latter is endangered; 2) from rational beings:
the citizen exposes himself to danger for the welfare of the
republic.”

It may be objected that the angel is not properly a part of
God but rather a participation of the infinite Being. Further-
more, in the opinion of St. Thomas, the angel as a spiritual
substance is not considered as a part but as a quasi-whole in
relation to the physical universe. In the material order indi-
viduals are corruptible and have no permanent existence—only
the species is preserved. But in the spiritual order even indi-
viduals are incorruptible and permanent in being.** Seen in this
way, the angel can never be sacrificed for the universal order of
the world; consequently the theory of the part and the whole
cannot properly explain a natural love on the part of each
individual angel that surpasses its own proper individuality.
However, as Father Héris points out, the doctrine of participa-
tion does explain this natural love that is greater than self-love:

‘We must ascend higher and examine the supreme order of things
in relation to God: only there do we discover that created intelli-
gence is not a part, but a participation of the infinite whole from
which the world is suspended; and this is why it must also go

*® Héris, Les Anges, p. 451. 1,60, 5c. *21,981c.
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beyond itself in its love in order to find in God the only being who
satisfies its desires.?®

Natural love will be manifested in different modes according
to the natures in which this inclination is found. The angel,
being a purely spiritual creature, will have a love that is a
voluntarily elicited act consequent upon a form apprehended
by its intellect. From the first moment of its creation, the
angelic intellect knows the angelic substance in a perfect and
comprehensive way. In the very same intuition it also knows
God (of Whom the angel is an image) in a naturally perfect
way. In this comprehensive knowledge which the angel has of
its own substance, it grasps intuitively not only the full array
of its natural perfections, but also the limitations of that
nature.” Thus the angel realizes that his existence does not
pertain to his essence and that his perfections are but finite
participations of the infinitely perfect Being, God. Finally, he
realizes that he depends entirely on God for all that constitutes
his angelic perfection. His intellect finds its fulfillment in the
contemplation of the Infinite Being whom he discovers imaged
in his own nature; it frees itself from the limits of its own fini-
tude and so satisfies its natural appetite for the universal in its
contemplation of the Infinite.

The angelic will follows a movement parallel to that of the
intellect. Father Héris has vividly explained the manner of
this natural movement of the angelic will toward God:

The angel, in his finitude knowing the Infinite and in his limited
life knowing Life Itself, cannot allow its will to rest in limited
things: this would be a pure contradiction. If he loves himself, a
finite being, it can only be because he comes from the Infinite as a
participation of God himself. Being conscious of depending upon

®8 Héris, “ L’amour naturel,” p. 803. “Il faut monter plus haut et considérer
Pordre supréme des chose & Dieu: la seulement nous pourrons reconnaitre que
Pintelligence créé est, non point partie, mais participation du tout infini auquel
est suspendu le monde, et qu’a ce titre il lui faut aussi se depasser elle-méme dans
Pamour pour chercher en Dieu le seul étre qui apaise ses désirs.”

® “ Quae tamen inclinatio (amor) diversimodo invenitur in diversis naturis, in
unaquaque secundum modum eius.” I, 60, 1 c.
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God for everything that he is, “ hoc ipsum quod est, alterius est,”
the angel could not love itself except under the condition of loving
principally and more intensely that God whom he discovers in the
depths of his essence and of whom he is but a reflection. The angel
would violate the very laws of his being, he would destroy his own
intelligence, if, contrary to this natural knowledge which he has
of God, he should prefer himself to God. For to prefer himself to
God would be to admit to himself that a limited good is superior to
an absolute good, that the participated is of greater worth than the
unparticipated. A being which is exposed to the distortions of
imagination can very well have these illusions. A pure intelligence
would deny itself if it were to admit them for an instant. And be-
cause the will faithfully follows the intelligence; because it is in
desire what the intellect is in truth, the angel must, in any case,
prefer God to itself, and love itself in God and by God, referring all
created things to Him as to their unique and transcendent Source.®

SIN AND THE ANGELS

Bearing all the foregoing principles in mind, we must now
seek to determine the general cause of sin, a cause that is
present in all sins whether of commission or of omission, and
which is capable of being found even in the angels, at least
with regard to their de facto sin. The sin of the angels is often
ascribed simply to malice. Yet St. Thomas explicitly denies
the possibility of a sin proceeding from malice without a previ-

°S Héris, Les Anges, pp. 451-452. “Par le fini, connaissant linfini, par la vie
limitée connaissant la vie méme, ’ange ne peut s’attarder aux limites pour y reposer
son vouloir: ce serait la contradiction pure, 8'il s’aime, lui, &tre fini, ce ne peut étre
que comme chose de l'infini, comme une participation de Dieu méme. Prenant
conscience de dépendre de Dieu en tout ce qu'il est,—hoc ipsum quod est, alterius
est—, l'ange ne saurait s’aimer lui-méme qu’a condition d’aimer davantage et
d’abord—intensius et principalius—ce Dieu qu'il découvre au plus profond de son
essence et dont il n’est qu'un reflet. L’ange irait contre la loi méme de son étre,
il détruirait sa propre intelligence si, en face de cette connaissance naturelle qu'il
a de Dieu, il se preferait a Dieu. Car se préférer & Dieu, ce serait, pour lui, admettre
que le participé vaut mieux que l'imparticipé. Un étre, exposé aux poussées de
Yimagination, peut bien avoir de telles illusions. Une intelligence pure se nierait
elle-méme si elle les admettait un ipstant. Et parce que le vouloir suit fidtlement
I'intelligence, parce qu’il est en désir ce que I'intelligence est en clarté, il faut bien,
quoiqu’il arrive, que P'ange préfére Dieu & soi et s’aime lui-méme en Dieu et par
Dieu, rapportant tout le créé au Bien supréme comme & sa Source unique et
transcendante.”
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ous disordination either of will or of nature. We must look for
the ultimate cause of sin on a more profound level. This ulti-
mate cause of all moral evil can be defined as the voluntary
non-consideration of the rule of reason or the divine law in the
placing of a moral act. The study of this cause of sin is ex-
tremely pertinent here, since it is this cause which St. Thomas
gives as the reason for the de facto sin of the angels, as we shall
see later. St. Thomas’ most complete treatment of the causes
of sin is found in the first question of the De Malo, which we
summarize here.

In seeking the cause of sin, we are seeking the cause of evil.
Evil, however, can have no cause per se, but solely per accidens.
However, since everything per accidens must ultimately be
reduced to something per se, we are forced to reduce the cause
of evil to what is itself good. Now the good can be a cause of
evil in one of two ways: 1) insofar as it is deficient; 2) insofar
as it is per accidens. This twofold mode of the causality of evil
exists differently in natural beings on the one hand and free
beings on the other.”® Since we are concerned merely with
demonstrating the part of the will in causing moral evil, we
limit our treatment to the way in which this double modality
is found in free creatures.

The root and origin of sin is to be found in the will of the
sinner.”” Yet, as St. Thomas points out, this involves several
difficulties.®® Since sin is a defective act, it must be defective
as a result of a defect inherent in its agent cause, i. e., the will,
before the commission of the act.”® It seems that we are Con-
fronted with a dilemma. St. Thomas raises this problem and
briefly solves it: '

If this defect be natural, then it is always attached to the will, and
so the will would always commit a morally bad action when it acts.
But virtuous acts show that this conclusion is false. On the other
hand, if the defeet be voluntary, it is already a morally bad act,
and we will have to look in turn for its cause. Thus, our rational
investigation will never come to an end. Therefore, we must say

°87, 49,1, ad 8. °8 Ibid.
°" Contra Gent., IT1, c. 10. * Ibid.
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that the defect pre-existing in the will is not natural, to avoid the
conclusion that the will sins in every one of its acts. Nor can we
attribute the defect to chance or accident, for then there would be
no moral fault in us, since chance events are not premeditated and
are beyond the control of reason. So, the defect is voluntary. Yet,
it is not a moral fault; otherwise, we should go to infinity.1°°

St. Thomas concludes, then, that the defect which is at the
root of sin must be traced to the will precisely as it is free and
not as nature. On the other hand, this defect which exists in the
freedom of the will prior to its act of choice cannot be a priva-
tion or an evil itself. But if it is not itself a moral evil, how can
this defect both vitiate itself and become per accidens a cause
of sin? St. Thomas’ answer to this question shows a remarkable
insight into the psychology of the free movement of the created
will toward sin:

In all those things in which one thing ought to be the rule and
measure of the other, the good in that which is regulated and
measured flows from the fact that it is regulated and conformed
to a rule and measure; evil, on the other hand, is the result of not
being ruled or measured. If, therefore, an artisan who ought to cut
a piece of wood correctly according to some plan does not make his
cut properly, which is to cut badly, his bad cutting will be caused
by the fact that the artisan was without a rule and measure. Simi-
larly, pleasure and everything else in, human affairs must be
measured and ruled according to the rule of reason and divine law;
whence not to use the rule of reason and of divine law is pre-under-
stood in the will prior to its inordinate choice.

It is not necessary to look for a cause of this, namely, of the
non-use of the rule spoken of above; because the very liberty of the
will itself is sufficient for this, the liberty by which it is able to act
or not act; and this itself—which 1s the actual non-consideration
of the rule taken in itself—is neither an evil, nor a fault nor a
penalty, because the soul is neither obliged to be always actually
considering this rule, nor is it able to do so; but from this (actual
non-consideration) it begins to assume the nature of guilt, because
it proceeds to choose something without actually considering the
rule; . . . the guilt of the will does not consist in the fact that it
does not actually (actu) consider the rule of reason or of divine law,

100 Ibid. Translations throughout are those of Vernon J. Bourke, On the Truth
of the Cath. Faith (Garden City: Image, 1956), Book III, Parts 1 and 2.



442 RAYMOND E. MARIEB

but it consists in this, that it proceeds to choose without having
a rule or measure for its choice*®*

From this incisive analysis we can draw the following con-
clusions:

1) If a being is not the rule and measure of his own acts, his
acts must conform to an extrinsic rule and measure if they are
to be good; otherwise they will be deprived of a due good and
will consequently be evil. In the realm of moral activity there
is only one being who is the rule of his own acts: God. Every
moral act of creatures must be ruled by the divine law if it is
to be good.

2) The liberty of the will suffices as a cause for the non-
consideration of the rule of moral acts, since the freedom of the
will enables it to act or not to act in this regard. This condition
of the will exists prior to its disordered act of choice, and as
such is not yet a privation but a mere negation. '

3) There is no obligation on the part of the will to consider
at all times the rule of its acts. But it is necessary for the will
to consider the rule when it proceeds to an act of choice. Two
moments are distinguished here in the ontological order relative
to the will in its evil choice. In the first moment there is a

11 De Malo, q. 1, a. 8 ¢. “In omnibus quorum unum debet esse regula alterius,
bonum in regulato et mensurato est ex hoc quod regulatur et conformatur regulae
et mensurae; malum vero ex hoc quod est non regulari vel mensurari. Si ergo sit
aliquis artifex qui debeat aliquod lignum recte incidere secundum aliquam regulam,
si non directe incidat, quod est male incidere, haec mala incisio causabitur ex hoc
defectu quod artifex erat sine regula et mensura. Similiter delectatio et quodlibet
aliud in rebus humanis est mensurandum et regulandum secundum regulam rationis
et legis divinae; unde non uti regula rationis et legis divinae praeintellegitur in
voluntate ante inordinatam electionem.

Hujusmodi aurem quod est non uti regula praedicta, non oportet aliquam causam
quaerere; quia ad hoc sufficit ipsa libertas voluntatis, per quam potest agere vel
non agere; et-hoc ipsum quod est non attendere actu ad talem regulam in se con-
sideratum, non est malum nec culpa nec poena; quia anima non tenetur nec potest
attendere ad hujusmodi regulam semper in actu; sed ex hoc accipit primo rationem
culpae, quod sine actuali consideratione regulae procedit ad hujusmodi electionem;
. . . culpa voluntatis non est in hoc quod actu non attendit ad regulam rationis
vel legis divinae; sed ex hoc quod non habens regulam vel mensuram hujusmodi
procedit ad eligendum.”
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complete non-consideration of the rule (this requires no act).
Such a non-consideration is a mere negation of something good;
it is not a privation, for the good is not yet due; there is at this
point no sin. In the second moment, the will proceeds to an
act of choice in conformity with the non-consideration of the
rule. This is a true sin, for the consideration of the rule in the
act of choice is a due good. The will thus becomes per accidens
the cause of evil by its voluntary non-consideration of the rule
in its very act of making its choice.

THE SOLUTION OF THE PROBLEM

Having examined the principles and conclusions of St.
Thomas both as to the nature of the angel’s intellectual and
volitional powers and the general cause of sin, we are now
prepared to compare and order these conclusions to show that,
in the integral thought of the Angelic Doctor, the angels are
incapable of sinning against their natural end. Our proof pro-
ceeds from an analysis of the proper operations of these perfect
intellectual beings, and as such is a demonstration from a formal
cause. The following is a formal statement of the demon-
stration:

Major: A purely spiritual creature whose intellect can admit
of no error either per se or per accidens with respect to
the whole of natural knowledge and is not only always
actually considering the rule of morality but whose
will by a necessity of specification is immovably con-
joined to this rule of morality by a natural love which
exceeds the natural love which it has for itself, is
metaphysically incapable of sinning immediately and
directly against its natural end.

Minor: The angels regarded precisely in relation to their
natural end are purely spiritual creatures of this sort.

Conclusion: The angels are metaphysically incapable of sinning
immediately and directly against their natural end.

Ezxplanation of the major premise: A sin would have to be
caused either by one of the special interior causes of sin, namely,
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by passion, ignorance or malice; or by the general cause of sin
which is the voluntary non-consideration of the rule of morality
in the act of choosing. But a creature such as is characterized
in the major is incapable of sinning from any of these causes, as
we can see by considering each of them separately:

1. On the part of the special interior causes of sin:

a. The sin of passion. This sin is impossible for a purely
spiritual creature, since passions are rooted in a sensitive appe-
tite which is possible only to intelligent beings composed of
body and soul in a natural union. A purely spiritual being
cannot be naturally united to a body.***

b. The sin of ignorance. This sin is likewise impossible for
such a creature. Ignorance implies a lack of due knowledge in
a subject capable of having such knowledge, or it implies the
ability to make a false judgment. But a creature whose knowl-
edge extends to all that is naturally knowable, both specula-
tively and practically, and who cannot err either per se or per
accidens cannot, it is clear, sin from ignorance.

c. The sin of malice. As St. Thomas shows in the first ques-
tion of the De Malo,**® the sin of malice necessarily implies a
preceding disorder of the appetite by which evil is chosen, at
least secondarily. This antecedent disorder results either from
a bad habit or a corporeal inclination to evil resulting from a
corruption of nature.** Clearly, however, the first sin of malice
could not result from a bad habit, because that habit would
have to have been caused by a sin other than malice; otherwise
we fall into a vicious circle. Nor in purely spiritual creatures
could the sin of malice proceed from a bodily disorder, as is
obvious. We can conclude, then, that the purely spiritual crea-
ture we refer to in the major could not sin as a result of any of
the three special interior causes of sin.

2. The general cause of sin: the voluntary non-consideration
of the rule of moralty in the act of choice itself is the most

131,51, 1¢. 102 Cf. 111, 78, 8. 1% Ibid.
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general cause of sin, a condition of every possible sin, If a
creature cannot sin from this cause, he is certainly impeccable.
Yet a creature who at all times must be actually considering
the rule cannot place a free act that would fail to be measured
by this rule. Further, the will’s necessary and natural love for
the rule obliges to make all its choices in accordance with that
rule which is loved above all things, including self.

Explanation of the minor: The pure spirits referred to are, of
course, angels. We need only explain how the angelic will and
intellect are so related. to the rule of morality that the angel
cannot sin through the non-consideration of this rule.

We have already explained at some length that the angelic
intellect is from the moment of its creation in second act with
respect to the knowledge of the angelic substance. Since the
angel knows its substance as an image of God, it knows God
who is imaged in its essence by one and the same intuition by
which it knows itself. Thus it is likewise in second act with
regard to its knowledge of God from the first moment of its
creation. Knowing himself comprehensively, the angel knows
that he is meant for God, that God is his final cause. Since God
is his ultimate end, the angel knows further that all his acts
must be directed to this infinitely good and perfect God. But
since it is precisely because God is the sole end, the final cause
of all creatures endowed with mind that he is the absolute rule
of their activity, it follows that the angel knows God in second
act precisely as the rule of his moral acts., Furthermore, the
angel must always be considering the rule of morality because
he must always be contemplating in act his own essence which
is the image of God, the medium in which and through which
the angel knows his Creator.

Following upon this natural knowledge of God there is a
parallel movement of the will by which the angel loves God
above all things as his beginning and end. Necessarily specified
by this object, the angel’s will is moved by a special motion of
God constituting it in second act with regard to its end. Once
so constituted, the will is consequently in first act relative to its
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power of freely choosing means ordered to this end.**® The
angelic will is moved to will its ultimate end not merely in
communi (as does man in the fallen state) but in particulari,
i.e., God as its natural end.**® Now its will is fixed immutably
in this end.**” Since the angels must always be actually con-
sidering their ultimate end, it is impossible for their will to posit
an act that is vitiated for lack of consideration of the rule of
morality. Therefore it is metaphysically impossible that the
angels be capable of sinning directly and immediately against
their natural end.

PART TWO

Having completed the formal demonstration of our thesis
according to the mind of St. Thomas and the interpretations of
his great commentators, we must now defend our position
against the attacks of contemporary scholastics. Since most
of the charges are raised by students of textual criticism, we
are compelled to examine at some length the actual texts
wherein St. Thomas treats the angels to show that our thesis
is truly in harmony with and a necessary consequence of his
thought. The textual method of investigation, so prized by
modern researchers, has nonetheless many limitations. Never
can it be a substitute for the “ formal ” approach to St. Thomas
such as is found among his great commentators.*®

In his tract on the angels, St. Thomas is not proceeding

105 Salmant., op. cit., disp. 9, dup. 2, n. 58. “Et ideo ad hoc, ut voluntas Angeli
in primo instanti suae productionis habeat omnem perfectionem naturalem, quae sibi
debetur ad hoc, ut sit completa in actu primo respectu omnium mediorum & se
volibilium, oportet, ut a Deo peculiariter moveatur, sive applicetur ad volitionem
finis per applicationem specialem, et correspondentem et, ut est auctor particularis
praedictae voluntatis, ad quem spectat constituere illam complete in actu primo,
et tribuere eidem omnia principia necessaria ad hoc, ut ipsa se moveat, et se
movendo velit media.”

108 Tbid.

197 De Malo, 16, 5 c.

18T, 1. Penido, O.P., “Cajétan et notre connaissance analogique de Dieu,”
Revue Thomiste, 17: 151-162, Nov., 1934-Feb., 1935.
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formally as a metaphysician but rather as a theologian. As such
he is interested in the angels precisely as they have been ele-
vated to the supernatural order. From this point of view it is
easier to see why St. Thomas does not formally consider the
problem of the impeccability of the angels in the natural order.
Called to a supernatural end, the angels not only could sin
against this order, but as a matter of fact some of them did. It
is a fairly simple task to explain the radical peccability of all
creatures with regard to the supernatural order; it is an ex-
tremely difficult task to explain exactly how creatures as perfect
as the angels de facto sinned.*” Little wonder, then, that St.
Thomas limited his formal inquiry to an explication of the
revealed fact, and treated of the natural impeccability of the
angels only in passing.

In our introduction we said that there were five principal
opponents to our thesis: de Blic, de Lubac, Phillip of the
Trinity, Journet and Maritain. Our study of significant texts
from the works of St. Thomas will be aimed at establishing the
fact that St. Thomas never held contradictory opinions regard-
ing angelic impeccability (contrary to de Blic), nor did he ever
deny the relative impeccability of the angels (contrary to the
opinions of Journet and Phillip of the Trinity). We shall also
be obliged to refute the doctrine of de Lubac in Surnaturel and

that of Maritain as found in his recent article “ Le péché de
I’Ange.” 21

109 < Petes quomodo angelus potuit peccare? Non enim peccavit ex errore, vel
ignorantia; tum quia in eo error aut ignorantia esse non potest; tum quia alias
fuisset miser ante peccatum. Neque ex passione, quia passionis est expers, neque
ex pravo habitu, quia ante peccatum non praecesserunt mali actus ex quibus
acquireretur malus habitus; neque eum habuit a natura qui fuit creatus perfectus.
Qua ergo via, qua prima peccatum in angelorum mentes irrepere potuit? Haec
difficultas est gravissima et vix solubilis.” C. R. Billuart, O.P., Summa Sancti
Thomae (ed. Lequette, IT, Paris: Gustave Picquoin), diss. 5, a. i.

110 Jacques Maritain, “ Le péché de I’ange,” Revue Thomiste, 56: 197-239, Avril-
Juin, 1956. English translation taken from that of William Rossner, S.J., The Sin
of the Angel, Newman, 1959.
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I. ReruTtaTiON OF DE LUBAC AND MARITAIN

A. The position of de Lubac

A great stir was caused in the theological world upon the
publication of Surnaturel in 1946. In this book, de Lubac pro-
posed an unprecedented interpretation of the teaching of St.
Thomas and his contemporaries on the distinction between
natural and supernatural love. He claimed that they were
opposed not as an act that is proportioned to nature is opposed
to an act that surpasses nature, but rather as a necessary act is
opposed to a free act.***

Traditionally, natural was opposed to gratuitous. Not so
with Pére de Lubac. For him natural, necessary, non-delibera-
tive and purely physical activity is opposed to voluntary, free,
deliberative and properly moral activity in such a way that the
former pertains to the order of nature, the latter to the gratui-
tous or supernatural order.

The dangers latent in such an opinion are not difficult to
uncover. If God creates an intellectual nature which, as such,
must be gifted with freedom, would he not be bound also to
elevate that nature to the supernatural order? If we adopt de
Lubac’s position, we would be forced to answer in the affirma-
tive, because free acts, by the author’s definition, are of the
supernatural order.

How does this opinion square with the traditional doctrine
of the gratuity of the supernatural? Our late Holy Father, Pius
XII, on August 12, 1950 (four years after the publication of
Surnaturel) , declared in his encyclical Humani generis:

Others destroy the gratuity of the supernatural order, since God,
they say, cannot create intellectual beings without ordering and
calling them to the beatific vision.!*?

De Lubac attacks those Thomists who hold for the impecca-
bility of the angels in the natural order because this theory

111 de Lubac, op. cit., pp. 253-255.
112 Piys XI1, ““ Humani generis,” AAS, 42:570, Oct., 1950.
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seems to deprive the angel of his liberty.*** This is a puerile
objection unworthy of a theologian of de Lubac’s stature. The
perfection of free will consists precisely in an indifference of the
" will with regard to its choice of particular goods. This very
indifference is a result of the fact that the will is previously
determined by a natural and necessary love to an ultimate end
which is seen as a common good. By comparison, all other
goods are particular. Since the angel from the first moment of
his existence contemplates God as his concrete ultimate end, the
will of the angel will necessarily be moved to love this end, just
as man must always love happiness: Since both the intellect
and will of the angel are always actually engaged in a loving
contemplation of God precisely as he is the Good, the Ultimate
End of the angel, it is impossible for these spirits to make an
erroneous practical judgment or to exercise their power of
choice in a way that is disordered and not ruled by this end.

The fact that Thomists taught that the angels attained their
natural beatitude by an act of natural love was also repugnant
to de Lubac. In his opinion an act that was not free was im-
perfectly voluntary, purely physical and deprived of moral
value.’** Superficially, one might sympathize with this conclu-
sion. There is a tendency for us instinctively to shrink away
from the word “ necessity,” a word used most often to describe
the behavior of animals or the inanimate world. We conceive of
liberty as a power which sets man apart from the rest of the
material universe, necessity as something which chains us to it.
On the other hand, we know that in God the most rigorous
necessity is found with regard to his most intimate life: the
Father with utter necessity generates the Son; the Holy Spirit
necessarily proceeds from both Father and Son, etc. Can we
say that these processions in the Trinity are not voluntary even
though they are obviously not free? In other words, we must
determine whether the terms free and voluntary are coexten-
sive, or whether voluntary may be a broader term embracing
even some necessary activities.

118 de Lubac, op. cit., p. 187. 114 Ibid., p. 250.
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John of St. Thomas provides a clarification with regard to the
natural necessitation of the will. In the light of this distinction
we can find a solution to our problem:

The will can come to be necessitated in a twofold manner: 1) by
the imperfection and restriction of the judgment ad wnum, and
consequently by the removal of the indifference of the will, as is
the case in animals and in our indeliberate acts; 2) by the con-
formity of the whole universality of the potency, and then there
no longer remains formal indifference toward acting or not acting
. . . there remains only a universality in acting with full advertence,
which is the root and the eminence of liberty.:®

A close inspection of St. Thomas’ requirements for a volun-
tary act reveals that freedom in the formal sense is not required
for a voluntary act. Such an act requires but two conditions:
an inclination from an intrinsic principle, and some knowledge
of the end:

Since every agent or thing moved, acts or is moved for an end, . . .
those are perfectly moved by an intrinsic principle, whose intrinsic
principle is one not only of movement but of movement for an end.
Now in order for a thing to be done for an end, some knowledge
of the end is necessary. Therefore, whatever so acts or is moved by
an intrinsic principle that it has some knowledge of the end, has
"within itself the. principle of its act, so that it not only acts, but
acts for an end. ... The movements of such things are said to
be voluntary: for the word voluntary implies that their movements
and acts are from their own inclination.?*®

It follows from this that the more perfect is one’s knowledge
of the end and the stronger is the inclination of his will with
regard to this end, the more perfect will be the resulting volun-
tary act. Applying this doctrine to the angels’ natural love for

115 John of St. Thomas, op. cit; V, disp. 8, a. 2, n. 18. “ Voluntas necessitari
provenire potest ex duplici capite: 1° ex imperfectione et coarctatione judicii ad
unum, et consequenter ex remotione indifferentiae voluntatis, sicut in brutis, vel in
motibus nostris indeliberatis; 2° ex adequatione totius universalitatis potentiae, et
tunc non manet formalis indifferentia ad operandum vel non operandum . . . manet
tamen universalitas in operando cum plena advertantia, quae radix est et eminentia
libertatis.”

1e1.11, 6, 1 c.
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God, it is not hard to see that such a love is more perfectly
voluntary than a love which results merely from free will.
Natural love is an inclination to the end as such; elective or
free love is per se concerned with the choice of means to an end.
Further, the angel’s natural knowledge of God as the first
principle and last end of his nature imperates a conscious
movement toward the divine Goodness as the object of all its
natural desires. A

De Lubac’s chief reason for belittling the value of natural
love was that he considered it a non-moral act since it issued
from necessity and not freedom. Must an act be free if it is
to be a moral act? Nowhere does St. Thomas treat this ques-
tion. But the Commentators take up a question analogous to
ours: Is the act whereby man is beatified moral since it is not
free? John of St. Thomas’ answer is representative of the
Thomistic position:

It is denied that amor beatificus is not human and moral in a
higher and more eminent manner and with all imperfections re-
moved. For our free acts are moral and human insofar as they are
capable of being ruled by the rule of reason, a regulating norm
applied, as it were, extrinsically, and which can or cannot be applied
to those acts; but beatific love is moral and human, not through
an extrinsic application of the rule, but through an intimate and
inseparable union with that rule.*"

Proportionally, there is liberty in such love, not formally and con-
tingently with the ability to defect from the rule, but eminently,
and with an indefectible union with the rule. Although formally it
is a necessary act, it is not necessary by a necessity of imperfection
as 1s the case in animals, . . . but it is necessary by a necessity of
adequation with the total indifference and universality of the will,
and such necessity is more eminent than any liberty.!*®

7 John of St. Thomas, op. cit., disp. 1, a. 1, n. 45. “ Ad primum confirmationem
negatur quod ille amor beatificus non sit humanus et moralis superiori et eminentiori
modo, et semotis imperfectionibus. Nostri autem actus liberi sunt morales et humani
inquantum regulabiles per regulam rationis quasi extrinsecus sibi applicatam et
regulantem, quae potest illis applicari vel non applicari; amor autem beatificus est
humanus et moralis, non per applicationem extrinsecam regulae sed per intimam et
inseparabilem conjunctionem cum ila.”

118 Ibid., disp. 3, a. 2, n. 47. “ Proportionaliter invenitur in tali amore libertas,
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Natural love, then, while it is not formally moral, is some-
thing better than moral. It is eminently moral. De Lubac
seems quite false, then, in considering natural love as something
“ purely physical.” *** Natural love of God is not inferior to a
formally moral act; it is preeminently superior to it.

In summary, Father de Lubac’s near deification of freedom
seems to be the underlying source of the extreme positions he
maintains in Surnaturel. St. Thomas, of course, fully appre-
ciated the importance of freedom, especially as it is a requisite
for meriting. Nevertheless, he did not grant it an absolute
value. St. Thomas teaches that Christ did not merit grace and
the beatific vision, simply because this would have implied that
Christ was deprived of those gifts at the first moment of his
human existence. Such a privation seemed to the Holy Doctor
as more prejudicial to the dignity of the Incarnate Word than
the acquisition of those gifts by his personal merit would have
increased it.'** In God we find liberty joined to a necessary love
of the divine Goodness, and accompanied by an absolute moral
indefectibility.*** Why, then, cannot such a condition exist with
regard to a creature in a particular order?

To grant such an impeccability to a creature in no way
tends to equate the creature with God, for this prerogative
would come to the angel by reason of a spiritual perfection
received at the moment of creation “ insofar as he has his being
and his completion only from another.” *** To claim impecca-
bility for the angels in the sense that the Thomists explain it is
merely to claim for a creature indefectibility in his own proper
order, thanks to his natural gifts.

non formaliter et contingenter, et cum defectibilitate a regula, sed eminenter, et cum
indefectibili conjunctione regulae. Et licet formaliter sit actus necessarius, non
tamen necessitate imperfectionis, sicut in brutis, . . . est necessarius necessitate
adaequationis, cum tota indifferentia et universalitate voluntatis, quae necessitae
eminentior est quacumque libertate.”

1% de Lubac, op. cit., p. 245.

120177, 19, 8.

1217 19, 8.

12211 Sent., dist. 7, q. 1, a. 1. “. . . secundum quod esse et completionem suam
non habet nisi ab alio.”
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On the other hand, to speak of an essential ordination of
intellectual creatures to the vision of God, as de Lubac implies,
is indeed to usurp an exclusively divine prerogative. Gagnebet
has rightly concluded of this position: “ (That is) a singular
system of truth which, in order to exalt the dignity of the
created spirit and to glorify the supernatural, deprives the crea-
ture of his specific perfection and the supernatural of its abso-
lute transcendence! > **®

B. The position of Maritain

We cannot hope to present an adequate critique of all the
interpretations proposed by Maritain in his recently published
article “ La péché de 'ange.” The extent of his inquiry into the
possibility of the angels’ natural impeccability far exceeds the
scope of this article. We will limit ourselves to considering only
those aspects of his interpretation which pertain more or less
directly to our particular thesis. Happily, we are considerably
aided in this matter by M. Maritain’s practice of reducing his
conclusions to formulas of sentence length.

After explaining the principles which serve as a basis for his
interpretation of the angels’ peccability, Maritain reduces all
that he has said to the following two formulas and a corollary:

1) The right moral life of every intelligent creature, insofar as he
does not have beatitude, depends upon the love of free option
for God above everything else, and not on any sort of natural
and necessary love for God above everything else.'**

2) An intellectual creature cannot attain that love of God upon
which all right moral life depends solely by wvirtue of his
creation, or by the elan of his nature at its first instant.**®

3) It is impossible that an intellectual creature solely by wvirtue
of his creation or by the dynamism of his nature at its first
instant should arrive at the love of God by which he enters
into the enjoyment of his ultimate end.**®

128 M. R. Gagnebet, O.P., “L’amour naturel de Dieu chez Saint Thomas et
ses contemporains,” Revue Thomiste, 48:894, III, 1948, p. 84. ° Singulier system &
la vérité qui, pour exalter la dignité de 'esprit créé et magnifier le surnaturel, prive
la créature de sa perfection spécifique et le surnaturel de sa transcendance absolue! ”

134 Maritain, “ Le péché,” p. 207. 138 [hid., p. 209. 128 Ipid. p. 211.
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Having reduced his conclusions to the above statements,
Maritain proceeds to apply them to the will of the angel both
as elevated to the order of grace '*" and as in the state of pure
nature. We shall consider his conclusions only as applied in
the latter case.

Granting the hypothesis that the angels could have been
created and ordered to a purely natural end, we can distinguish
two moments in the movement of their wills toward beati-
tude.’*® In the first moment the angelic will, possessing the
three forms of natural love that Maritain subtly distinguishes
for it, as well as elective love, is moved by God to its first act.
This first act is inevitably good, since God specifies the motion
of the will. This moment in which natural love plays the chief
role is the moment par excellence of the will considered formally
ut natura. This natural love is not intrinsically free, although
free will can impede its act (but de facto does not). This is
the love that follows upon the angel’s knowledge of God in the
first moment of its existence.'*

The second moment pertains to the will formally ut libera.
This is the first moment in which the free will is exercised in a
positive way. By its act of liberty, the angel either chooses to
love God above all things in the natural order, or else he chooses
something other than God. In the first case the angel seconds
ithe movement of his elicited natural love; in the second case,
the angel nullifies and loses forever this elicited natural love.
Thus the good angels are divided from the bad. In this same
act of liberty, the good angels by their free act of love for God
above everything would not only have merited their natural
beatitude, but ipso facto would have been established in that
state. On the other hand, the bad angels in this same act would
be permanently placed in a state of sin and misery.**

A CRITIC OF MARITAIN’S POSITION

From even so sketchy a statement of Maritain’s ideas, it
becomes abundantly clear that he is convinced the problem is

127 Ibid., pp. 224-234. 2% Ibid., pp. 234-235.
195 Ibid., pp. 234-296. 180 Ibid., pp. 285-236.
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to be solved on the basis of a necessary defectibility of the will
with respect to any object save God as seen in the beatific
vision. Fully to appreciate his mind in the matter one would
have to investigate the raw materials from which he manu-
factured his formulas. We will find, I think, that his chief error
is his tendency to exaggerate the importance of free will and to
misinterpret the true role of elective love. In his explanation
of the relationship between natural and elective love, natural
love seems to be a thing of little consequence. This is definitely
not the attitude of St. Thomas in the Summa.***

Maritain’s first presupposition is that the will does not of
itself require ignorance of error as a preliminary condition for
its free act of choice. He develops this point at great length,
supporting his view by a text from the Summa (I, 63, 1 ad 4)
where St. Thomas defines his notion of a sin caused by a volun-
tary non-consideration of the.rule of morality when it is de-
manded. We completely agree with M. Maritain’s explanation
of this principle, but we object to his application of it. His use
of the principle seems to be this:

One who is not his own rule of morality can sin by a voluntary non-
consideration of this rule when such consideration is due in the

placing of a moral act. But the angels are not their own rule of
morality; therefore the angels can sin, etc,

In other words, Maritain seems to insist that all creatures can
sin because they are not their own rule of morality. However,
what is essential in this matter is not that one can sin because
he is not the rule of his actions, but rather that he can sin
by failing to consider the rule when he is bound to do so. This
is the statement that ought to be the major of the above
syllogism. Maritain equates “ one who is not his own rule of
morality ” with “one who can fail to consider the rule of
morality.” The truth is that the former statement has greater
extension than the latter. Maritain attributes to the whole
what is true only of the part. God, of course, is the only intelli-
gent being who is the rule of his own acts, and is therefore

1211 60 (tota questio).
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utterly indefectible. But the angel, as Cajetan points out,** is
indefectible with regard to all natural objects, and can sin only
because he is defectible with regard to something, namely, the
supernatural order. Why cannot the angels fail in the natural
order? The answer must be that it is impossible for them to fail
to consider the rule of their moral acts. As we have already
explained, this is due to the fact that the angel’s natural knowl-
edge and love of God is always in second act with respect to the
rule. Yet this obvious conclusion Maritain ignores.

Maritain’s second formula asserts that the acquisition of one’s
ultimate end in the natural order differs structurally from the
attainment of the ultimate supernatural end. Knowledge alone
suffices to acquire the vision of God—the supernatural end.
But for the attainment of the natural end, knowledge must be
coupled with love, for when God is not seen intuitively, “it
is better to love God than to know him.” We can agree with
Maritain in his conclusion. However, we must take exception
to his final statement:

For as long as God is not intuitively seen, melior est amor Dei
quam cognitio, it is better to love Him than to know Him. The
highest natural contemplation of God, angelic or human, cannot be
made final happiness except by the love which makes the con-
templated object the supreme joy and delight of the one con-
templating, just because it is loved above all.

If, furthermore (always in the hypothesis of pure nature) that
final happiness is inadmissible, it is because the intelligent creature
is fixed forever in the act of love for God above all. His liberty
would have produced that act either in the instant in which his
soul was separated from the body or in that in which the pure spirit
made his choice.1s®

Without the citation of a single authority, or any attempt to
prove his position, he flatly states that the attainment of
natural beatitude on the part of the angel is the result of the
act of free choice. In other words, the permanence of the angel’s
natural happiness is not due to the fact that the naturally
elicited love of the angel is necessarily specified by God known

132 Cyajetan, op. cit., I, 63, n. 5. 122 Maritain, op. cit., pp. 202-203.
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as the supreme Good to be loved above all things for his own
sake. But as we shall see, Maritain, like de Lubac, so insists on
the supremacy of freedom that he more or less completely dis-
regards a creature’s natural and necessary operations. How
contrary to St. Thomas’ doctrine on natural love is this view-
point will be evident in our refutation of the individual formu-
las proposed by Maritain.

The doctrine propounded by Maritain in his third formula
results from an astounding division of natural love. Whereas
St. Thomas, in the sixtieth question of the Summa was content
merely to distinguish natural love from elective love and say
that the former existed in a subject according to its nature,
Maritain applies all possible species of natural love to the
angels. He attributes to them four kinds of love.

1) ontological natural love: This is simply the radical in-
clination of all beings to the good. In the angels it is one with
the very essence of their being. Such love is inamissible and is
possessed even by the demons.

2) ontological intra-elicited love: By this form of love the
creature loves necessarily and with an elicited love the good
of his own nature. This love is also inamissible. This is es-
pecially the love St. Thomas had in mind in writing the sixtieth
question of the Summa.

3) elicited natural love: This love arises when the intelligent
creature, prior to any act of choice, has the supreme Good
presented to it by its intellect. Of itself this love is necessary,
but it differs from the previous two forms in that it depends
indirectly and extrinsically on free will. Free will can impede
this movement in the same way that it can impede all the in-
deliberate movements of the elicited appetite. But though free
will is able to frustrate this love, de facto it never does so. Such
an elicited love for the supreme Whole is founded in the angel’s
natural love for himself. Yet the two loves are quite distinct,
and so by the intervention of free will the love for the Whole
can cease while self-love continues to exist. Consequently, this
love is lost by the angels through sin.
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4) love of free choice or elective love: In every intellectual
creature there exists a natural inclination (emanating neces-
sarily from nature but not imposing any necessity on the will)
to love the supreme Whole more than self with an elicited love
of free choice. The intellectual creature is inclined by his nature
to this love which is essentially free in the very manner of its
emanation. Maritain insists that this love must be free. His
reason for the need of a love that is free is interesting:

The intelligent creature is inclined by his nature to this love which
is essentially free in its mode of emanation. He is inclined or dis-
posed, but not determined, to it by his nature, because it is essen-
tial to such an act of love (which goes to God not only according
as He is the supreme Whole and common good of all, but also
according as He is infinitely separated from all in the mystery of
His proper essence) to proceed positively and directly from liberty.
As a result, the intelligent creature can, if he so wills, refuse to
perform that act which is, nevertheless, natural for him in the
sense which we have just indicated.*3*

Anyone familiar with St. Thomas’ treatment of natural and
free love as found in the angels ** cannot but be amazed by this
division proposed by M. Maritain. He presents no foundation
for his division, and cites no authorities for his terminology
(which is by no means common in scholastic circles) . This is
clear when we compare his doctrine of love with the teaching
clearly defined by St. Thomas in the Summa.

In the first article of the sixtieth question **® St. Thomas asks
whether natural love exists in the angels. This is his only con-
clusion in the body of the article: “In the intellectual nature
there is found a natural inclination coming from the will; in the
sensitive nature, an inclination according to the sensitive appe-
tite; but in a nature which is devoid of cognition, (there is
found an inclination) only according to the tendency of the
nature to something. Therefore, since an angel is an intellectual
nature, there must be a natural love in his will.” All creatures
have a natural love; the superior nature of the angel gives rise
to a superior expression of natural love.

134 Ibid., pp. 206-207. 156 1, 60 (tota questio). 1% Loc. cit.
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We might ask whether the division of natural love given by
Maritain is based on the threefold genera of natural inclinations
proposed by St. Thomas, for his description seems to conform
to these classes of appetites. But Maritain himself forbids us
to make this conclusion, for at the end of his explanation of
“intraelicited ontological love,” he asserts that it is precisely
this type of love that St. Thomas has in mind throughout I, 60.
Although only beings capable of cognition are the subjects of
this particular expression of natural love, nevertheless this love
of the Supreme Whole is not a result of knowledge of the Whole.
This love, then, is properly found in merely sensible creatures,
and is possessed by the angels only virtually and eminently.
Surely it is St. Thomas’ explicit intention to grant the angels
a natural love that is proper to them as intellectual creatures.

It is our opinion that Maritain has perceived the same dis-
tinction that we have made in our treatment of the angels’
natural love for God—the distinction between the natural love
in which the creature considers himself in relation to the created
Whole, and the love in which the creature sees himself in rela-
tion to God. These two aspects of natural love would be
equivalent to the second and third types respectively in Mari-
tain’s division. As we have seen, the natural love of God which
is consequent upon the spiritual creature’s consideration of
himself in relation to God is not to be explained, properly
speaking, by an appeal to the doctrine of the part and the
Whole, but rather by a consideration of the notion of participa-
tion. Maritain failed to perceive that St. Thomas’ use of the
part and the whole in I, 60, 5 was intended as a mere manu-
ductio guiding us to a consideration of this love in terms of
participation.

In our criticism of de Lubac we demonstrated that a natural
and necessary love of God can be both a perfectly voluntary
act and an eminently moral one. What we have said will apply
equally to Maritain’s insistance that a creature’s love of God,
to be worthy of beatitude (in the natural order), must be an
elective love.
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To sum up, Maritain has utterly failed to grasp St. Thomas’
mind concerning the voluntas ut natura and the wvoluntas ut
ratio. In his teaching on this matter, St. Thomas always held
for the superiority of the former over the latter. He consistently
maintains that the voluntas ut natura stands in the same rela-
tion of perfection to the voluntas ut ratio as the habit of intel-
lectus does to the habit of scientia. The ratio of the will as a
faculty is first and foremost to attain the end. This ordination
of the will to the end is the proper munus of the voluntas ut
natura. On the other hand, free will per se is concerned only
with the choice of means which are indifferently good. Man
alone has freedom with regard to his material end in concreto.
But this is a result not of his perfection in the hierarchy of
beings, but rather of his great imperfection in the genus of
intellectual creatures.

These basic notions of will have been misunderstood and mis-
applied by Maritain. Actually, his opinions are strongly redo-
lent of the tenets of de Lubac. Unlike de Lubaec, however,
Maritain does admit the possibility of a natural beatitude for
intellectual creatures.

IT. AN EXAMINATION OF ST. THOMAS’ TEXTS REGARDING THE
PECCABILITY OF THE ANGELS: A REFUTATION OF DE Bric
AND PrirvuP oF THE TRINITY.

We do not intend to examine all the texts that might possibly
be cited for or against our position. We plan, rather, to select
those texts in which the Holy Doctor explicitly treats of the
peccability of the angels. Whether St. Thomas held irrecon-
cilable positions on this matter (as de Blic proposes) or whether
he consistently teaches that the angels are able to sin irrespec-
tive of the supernatural order (as Phillip of the Trinity main-
tains) — in any case his teaching should be apparent in his
formal study of the angel’s peccability.

These texts will be taken in their chronological order. Yet
it should be remembered that if St. Thomas held an opinion in
his earlier works which he abandoned in later writings, this fact



THE IMPECCABILITY OF THE ANGELS 461

alone does not argue to his holding irreconcilable positions.
Any writer can change his opinion. One can legitimately argue
to irreconcilable positions only if St. Thomas proposes two
opinions in the same work which are mutually contradictory.

With this in mind, we can begin our study of the texts. The
procedure will be the same for all the texts: 1) we will state
the context, 2) we will give the text, and 3) we will briefly
interpret the text in relation to its context. Our judgment will
be based on the answers to two questions: a) is St. Thomas
speaking of the natural or supernatural order? and b) does he
explain the root cause of the angels’ peccability in a way that is
impossible to them in the natural order?

A. Commentary on the Sentences (1264-1256)

Context: St. Thomas has just completed his study of the
nature and faculties of the angels. He now inquires into their
ultimate end. He asks whether the angels possessed their beati-
tude at the moment of creation; *** whether they were created
in grace;**® and finally whether they could sin.*® This last
question is asked in the context of their supernatural
elevation.*®

Text: We will quote three texts. The first will give St.
Thomas’ answer to the question of the possibility of the angels’
being created in possession of their beatitude:

The angel’s intellect sees (God) by a natural cognition through
His similitude acquired in himself . . . the vision by which the
angel sees God is similar to the vision by which one sees a man
through the similitude immediately received from him . . . and
in this beatitude of the divine vision, which is by nature due to the
angels, the angels were created; and this is their perfection according
to that time. But there is another perfection, to which they could
not attain through their nature, of which nevertheless they are
capable: the vision of God himself in his Essence . . . and in this

137 Super Libros Sent., II, d. 4, q. 1, a. 1.
128 Ibid., a. 8.

1 I1bid., II, d. 5,q. 1, 2. 1.

M0 1bid., q. 1.
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beatitude they were not created, but attained to it, some of them
falling *4*

The second text regards the possibility of the angels’ sinning:

The manner in which they sinned is difficult to see; because there
can be no sin in the will unless there is some deception in the reason
. . . (The Philosopher) in Bk. VII, ch. 3 of his Ethics distinguishes
a two-fold cognition of things that ought to be done: one universal,
the other particular. Since operations have to do with particulars,
a man who understands a universal premise correctly can err in par-
ticulars. Particulars likewise can be known in two ways: actually
and habitually. It can happen, then, that a person who sins habitu-
ally has a right estimation of what he ought to do in particular
instances, but his knowledge is not actual. For in us the habit (of
right judgment) can be so bound by passion that it does not go into
actual consideration of what ought to be done ... But even though
the angels’ judgment cannot be impeded in this way, since such
passions do not exist in them, (their judgment) can still be re-
stricted inasmuch as through a consideration of one particular
matter it is withdrawn from the consideration of another; for the
angelic intellect does not grasp several things at once, except as
all things are contemplated in the Word. It can be, finally, that
something must be done according to the consideration of one
aspect of a thing which, according to a consideration of all the
aspects of the matter, must not be done. And thus an erroneous
choice in the angels is able to be a sin.*#?

1 Jbid., II, d. 4, q. 1, a. 1. “Intellectus autem angeli naturali cognitione
(Deum) videt per similitudinem eius acquisitam in ipso . . . visio qua angelus videt
Deum est similis visioni qua aliquis videt hominem per similitudinem immediate ab
ipso receptam. . . . et in hac beatitudine visionis divinae, quae naturaliter angelis
debetur, angeli creati sunt; et haec est perfectio eorum secundum tempus illud. Sed
est alia perfectio, in quam per naturam suam non possunt devenire, cuius tamen
capaces sunt: ut scilicet ipsum Deum in essentia sua videant . . . et in hac
beatitudine creati non sunt, sed ad eam, aliis cadentibus pervenerunt.”

2 Ibid., 11, d. 5, q. 1, a. 1. ‘Quomodo autem peccaverunt, difficile est videre;
quia non potest esse peccatum in voluntate, nisi sit aliquomodo deceptio in ratione;
unde omnis malum est quodamodo ignorans ut in III Ethic., cap. 1, dicit Philosophus
quod qualiter sit videndum est ad propositae quaestionis intellectum. Ipse enim
distinguit in VII Ethic, cap. 8, operandorum duplicem cognitionem, scilicet uni-
versalem et particularem: et quia operationes sunt circa singularia, ideo aliquem
recte in universali opinantem, circa singularia peccare contingit. Singularia enim
contingit cognoscere dupliciter, scilicet in habitu et in actu. Contigit ergo aliquem
peccantem rectam existimationem etiam de singulari operabili in habitu habere, non
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The third text concerns the nature of the sin committed by
the fallen angels. It answers the question whether these angels
sinned by seeking to be equal to God.

. . . for he wishes to attain to the perfection of beatitude through
his natural faculties; and therefore it is said that he desires to have
without meriting what would have been his through his merits if
he had persevered.'*3

Summary: Even in this early work, St. Thomas distinguishes
a twofold beatitude for the angels; one natural, the other
supernatural. They were created in immediate possession of
their natural beatitude. This perfection was common to all the
angels. The supernatural beatitude was beyond their natural
powers to attain. The angels were not created in immediate
possession of this beatitude, nor did all of them finally attain it.
This doctrine is repeated almost verbatim in the Summa, 1, q.
62, a. 1. Here we have clear evidence that even as a young
professor, St. Thomas taught the relative impeccability of the
angels as stated in our thesis.

In the second text St. Thomas has not yet formulated (or at
least has not explicitly stated) his theory of the non-considera-
tion of the rule as the cause of the defection of the bad angels.
Yet the explanation that he gives cannot be applied to the
angels relative to the natural order, for it is impossible for them
to sin from ignorance.

The third text explicitly says that the bad angels sinned
directly against the order of grace.

tamen in actu; quia in nobis habitus passione ligatur ne in actum exeat circa
considerationem particularis operandi . . . Sed quamvis hoc modo in angelis
iudicium intellectus ligarl non possit, eo quod tales passiones in eis non sunt, potest
tamen ligari inquantum considerando unum retrahitur a consideratione alterius; eo
quod eius intellectus simul plurium non est, nisi sicut in verbo omnia contemplatur.
contigit autem aliquid esse eligendum secundum unam conditionem rei consideratam,
quod tamen eligendum non est, omnibus conditionibus concurrentibus consideratis;
et ita potuit in angelis error electionis esse et peccatum.”

143 Ibid., a. 2. “Voluit etiam per sua naturalia in perfectionem beatitudinis
pervenire; et idea dicitur quod sine merito habere voluit hoc quod ex meritis
habiturus esset si perstitisset.”
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B. The De Veritate (1256-1259)

Context: Question twenty-four of the De Veritate has to do
with the nature of free will. In the seventh article of this ques-
tion St. Thomas asks whether it is possible for the free will of
any creature to be confirmed in good. It is clear from the third
sed contra that St. Thomas is arguing from the fact of sin (in
both angels and men) against the objector who propounds
reasons for the impeccability of spiritual creatures.*** That his
intention is to explain the metaphysical foundation for the
absolute possibility of sin for all creatures if left to their natural
powers is clear in the fourth sed contra where he introduces the
necessity of grace for the attainment of beatitude.**

Text:

There is not and cannot be any creature whose free choice is
naturally confirmed in good so that the inability to sin belong to it
by its purely natural endowments. The reason is this. A failure in
an action is caused by a failure in the principles of the action.
Consequently, if there is something in which the principles of action
cannot fail in themselves nor be hindered by something extrinsic, its
action cannot possibly fail. . . . God alone is pure act, admitting
no admixture of any potentiality, and thus is pure and absolute
goodness. But any creature is a particular good, since it has in its
very nature the admixture of potentiality, which belongs to it
because it is made out of nothing.2+®

In the answer to the tenth objection St. Thomas makes it
quite clear that he is concerned only with absolute peccability.

Since civic happiness is not hapiness without qualification, it does
not have invariability without qualification; but it is called unvary-
ing because it is not easily changed. Yet even if civic happiness

144 “ Praeterea, liberum arbitrium non invenitur in aliqua creatura, nisi in angelo
et in homine. Sed tam homo quam angelus peccavit. Ergo nullius creaturae
liberum arbitrium est naturaliter confirmatum in bono.” Ibid., sed contra, 8.

145 “ Praeterea, nulla creatura rationalis impeditur a beatitudine consequenda nisi
rationalis esset naturaliter impeccabilis, ex puris naturalibus sine gratia ad beati-
tudinem possit pervenire; quod Pelagianam heresim sapere videtur.” Ibid., sed
contra, 4.

14¢ De Veritate, 24, 7 c.
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were simply unvarying, it would not follow on this account that free
choice would be naturally confirmed in good. For we are not speak-
ing of something natural in the sense that it can be acquired by the
principles of nature, as political virtues can be called natural, but
in the sense that it follows from the necessity of the principles of
nature.**?

Summary: All that can legitimately be drawn from this text
is that all creatures are capable of sinning absolutely because
they are ez nihilo. St. Thomas does not deny the possibility of
a free will that is relatively impeccable; he simply prescinds
from the question, as we see from his answer to the tenth
objection already quoted. This twenty-fourth question of the
De Veritate is not specifically concerned with angels, but rather
with free will. The Saint merely wishes to conclude that the
free will of all creatures is defectible and, as such, will actually
defect if left to its own natural powers. This does not mean that
the angelic will must be defectible in every order; it suffices
for the universal truth of the principle that the angelic will be
defectible with respect to an order superior to its own proper
order.

C. The Summa Contra Gentiles (1258-1264)

Context: Our text is taken from the third book of the Contra
Gentiles. Here St. Thomas takes up the question of the divine
providence of the universe. He shows that the execution of
God’s providence is achieved through the mediation of secon-
dary causes. These intermediary causes are hierarchically ar-
ranged so that the superior cause rules the inferior. Finally he
arrives at that aspect of divine government which is outside
the normal course of the laws of nature. Here he considers
miracles and magic. Regarding the latter, St. Thomas attacks
two popular misconceptions of his age; in so doing he shows
that the intellectual substances appealed to by magic were not
naturally evil, and that the spiritual substances appealed to

47 Ibid., ad 10.
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were capable of sin.*®* Our present text demonstrates precisely
how “ sin can occur in the demons, and in what way.” **°

As there is an order in agent causes, so also is there one in final
causes, so that, for instance, a secondary end depends on a principal
one, just as a secondary agent depends on a principal one. Now,
something wrong happens in the case of agent causes when a sec-
ondary agent departs from the order of the principal agent . . .
So, too, in the case of final causes, when a secondary end is not
included under the order of the principal end, there results a sin
of the will, whose object is the good and the end.

Now, every will naturally wishes what is a proper good for the
volitional agent, namely, perfect being itself, and it cannot will the
contrary of this. So, in the case of a volitional agent whose proper
good is the ultimate end, no sin of the will can occur, for the ulti-
mate end is not included under the order of another end; instead,
all other ends are contained under its order. Now, this kind of
volitional agent is God, whose being is the highest goodness, which
is the ultimate end. Hence, in God there can be no sin of the will.

But in any other kind of volitional agent, whose proper good must
be included under the order of another good, it is possible for sin of
the will to occur, if it be considered in its own nature. Indeed,
although natural inclination of the will is present in every volitional
agent to will and to love its own perfection so that it cannot will
the contrary of this, yet it is not so naturally implanted in the agent
to so order its perfection to another end, that it cannot fail in regard
to it, for the higher end is not proper to its nature, but to a higher
nature. It is left, then, to the agent’s choice, to order his own proper
perfection to a higher end . . . Therefore, it was possible for sin
to occur in the will of a separate substance, because it did not order
its proper good and perfection to its ultimate end, but stuck to its
own good as an end. And because the rules of action must be
derived from the end, the consequence is that this separate sub-
stance tried to arrange for the regulation of other beings from
himself wherein he had established his end, and thus this will was
not regulated by another, higher one. But this function belongs to
God alone %

Summary: A superficial consideration of this text divorced
from its context might lead one to conclude that the angels,

148 Contra Gent., IT1, c. 109.
14° Title of chapter 109. 180 Conira Gent., III, 109.
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like man, desire happiness as their proper perfection, but can
place this idea of happiness, again like man, in a concrete end
other than God (even in the natural order). Thus, one would
conclude that the angel remains free even with regard to his
natural end.

A closer examination of the text and context dispels this
notion. It must be remembered that St. Thomas is not giving
an exhaustive treatise on the angels in Book III of the Contra
Gentiles. He is formally concerned with the divine government
of the universe. The question of the peccability of the angels
is occasioned by the latent objection to his thesis that magical
rites are effective through the intervention of demons, namely,
that spiritual substances could not sin*** Thus, we cannot
expect the precision here that would be demanded in a formal
tract on the angels.

With this in mind, it becomes evident that the term “ finis
ultimus ” in the text does not refer to the * proper good of the
agent willing ” which necessitates the will under the aspect of
a natural end, e. g., happiness as regards man; rather, “ ultimate
end ” refers to the supernatural end, i. e., God seen in his essence.
The perfection of the creature is subordinated to this tran-
scendent end. Thus St. Thomas can declare, . . . it i1s not so
naturally implanted in the agent to so order its perfection to
another end, that it cannot fail in regard to it, for the higher
end is not proper to its nature, but to a higher nature.” ***

Our only conclusion from this text, as in the text from the
De Veritate, is that the angels can fail with respect to an end
superior to their own proper end. There is no mention of the
possibility of defecting with regard to the angel’s proper order.

D. The Summa Theologiae (1267-1268) ***

Context: We are in the midst of St. Thomas’ formal tract on
the angels.'®®* He has finished his consideration of the nature,

181 Courtes, loc. cit.

182 Clontra Gent., loc. cit. (My emphasis) .

152 We use Mandonnet’s date for the prima pars. Grabmann places its date at
1266.
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intellect and will of the angels. He has begun a threefold con-
sideration of their creation: 1) creation in the natural order,***
2) their elevation to grace and glory,’*® and 3) the defection of
the bad angels.*** Our text is the opening article of this last
consideration.

Text: St. Thomas answers the question “ Whether the evil
of fault can be in the angels” in this way:

An angel or any other rational creature considered in his own
nature, can sin; and to whatever creature it belongs not to sin,
such a creature has it as a gift of grace, and not from the condition
of nature. The reason of this is, because sinning is nothing else than
a deviation from that rectitude which an act ought to have; whether
we speak of sin in nature, art, or morals. That act alone, the rule of
which is the very virtue of the agent, can never fall short of recti-
tude. Were the craftsman’s hand the rule itself engraving, he could
not engrave the wood otherwise than rightly; but if the rightness
of engraving be judged by another rule, then the engraving may
be right or faulty. Now the Divine will is the sole rule of God’s
act, because it is not referred to any higher end. But every created
will has rectitude of act so far only as it is regulated according to
the Divine will, to which the last end is to be referred: as every
desire by a subordinate ought to be regulated by the will of his
superior; for instance, the soldier’s will, according to the will of his
commanding officer. Thus only in the Divine will can there be no
sin; whereas there can be sin in the will of every creature; consider-
ing the condition of its nature.'?’

This is St. Thomas’ direct answer to the question raised in
the title of the article. In the third objection, St. Thomas poses
a problem that is vital to our position. We give both the
objection and answer of St. Thomas.

Objection: What is natural to a thing is always in it. But it is
natural for the angels to be moved by the motion of love toward
God. Therefore such love cannot be taken from them. But in
loving God they do not sin. Consequently the angels cannot sin.

Answer: Tt is natural for the angel to turn to God by the move-
ment of love, according as God is the principle of his natural being.
But for him to turn to God as the object of supernatural beatitude,

1847, 50-65. 1557, 61. 1581, 62. 71,68, 1 c.
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comes of infused love, from which he could be turned away by
sinning.

Summary: This is a crucial article for our thesis. It is from
the Summa that we would like to find the greatest support for
our solution, not only because it is the product of St. Thomas’
mature synthesis, but also because it contains his only complete
treatise on the theology of the angels. After studying this
article, de Blic was forced to conclude that St. Thomas was
juxtaposing two irreconcilable opinions: **® 1) the opinion in
the body of the article that all creatures are capable of sinning
in every order, and 2) the opinion in the response to the
third objection that the angels were incapable of sinning in the
natural order. As we have said, this is a serious charge against
a teacher of St. Thomas’ stature. Yet we believe that if one
does not acecept our thesis he is forced to conclude to de Blic’s
position.

Properly to interpret this article we must recall that St.
Thomas is proceeding formally as a theologian throughout the
Summa. When he inquires whether sin can be committed by
an angel his primary concern is to explain what has been
divinely revealed in the matter. It is of faith that some of the
angels sinned. In the body of the article, then, St. Thomas
directly answers the question proposed. His reply, of course,
is affirmative. In his explanation he insists that no intellectual
creature, whether angel or man, is impeccable by his own
natural powers. Only a being who is in se the measure of his
own activity is capable of producing rectified acts necessarily
and by reason of his own nature. Among moral beings, God
alone is the rule of his acts by nature. He alone, therefore, is
naturally and absolutely impeccable. Other creatures produce
rectified acts only insofar as they are ruled by the divine rule
of morality. If perchance some creature is impeccable, he is so
not because of his nature, but by reason of a special gift of
grace.

The doctrine presented in the body of the article leaves no

158 de Blic, op. cit., p. 247.
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room, it seems, for our thesis. But if we study the body of the
article in the light of the responses to the objections, we find
that our thesis is not only in perfect harmony with the mind of
the Angelic Doctor, but that it alone can save him from de
Blic’s charge of self-contradiction.

The third objection argues that the angels cannot sin because
they love God above all things with a necessary and natural
love. In his answer St. Thomas explains that the angels’ natural
love is ordered to God as he is the principle of their natural
being. The angels, however, have been elevated to a super-
natural end; for the attainment of this end, natural love is not
enough. Only the love proceeding from infused charity can love
God above all things as He is the author of this supernatural
order. Against this order the angel can sin, if left to his natural
powers. '

Are the two seemingly contradictory propositions given above

really irreconcilable? The apparent contradiction is solved in
the light of the answer to the fourth objection. In his answer
St. Thomas grants that the angels could not sin from ignorance,
passion or malice. They could sin, however, simply by pro-
ceeding to make a choice without a consideration of the rule
of morality. The resulting act would not be measured by the
divine rule of morality and consequently would lack due recti-
tude. We have already explained in detail the implications of
this non-consideration of the rule. It is the key which reconciles
the doctrine of the corpus with the teaching in the answer to the
third objection. : ‘

Examining the corpus and the third response in the light of’
St. Thomas’ answer to the fourth objection we can draw the
following conclusions, all of them perfectly reconcilable:

1) The angels are not naturally impeccable because they
are not the rule of their moral activity.

2) The angels are impeccable with regard to their natural
end because their knowledge and love of God as their natural
end and rule of morality is always in second act. They cannot
fail to consider this rule in their free choices. Consequently, all
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their actions in the natural order are properly regulated by the
divine measure.

8) The angelic intellect and will are not always in second
act with respect to God as the rule and end of the supernatural
order. Therefore they can proceed to an act of choice without
due consideration of their supernatural rule. Consequently they
can sin against their supernatural end.

Our entire thesis, then, is implicitly contained in this article
of the Summa.

E. The De Malo (1268-1269)

Context: The sixteenth question of the De Malo is concerned
with special questions about the fallen angels. Our text is taken
from the third article, in which St. Thomas inquires into the
nature of angelic sin.

Text:

God, by his essence, is subsisting being itself. It is impossible for
there to be two self-subsisting beings, just as there cannot be two
separate ideas of man, nor two whitenesses subsisting separately.
Whatever is from another, then, necessarily participates in being,
because it cannot be equal to what is essentially being itself. The
devil in his own state could not be ignorant of this: for it is of the
nature of a separated intelligence to understand his own essence,
and thus he naturally knew that his own being participated in the
existence of a higher being; this natural knowledge in him was not
corrupted by sin.

And whatever else can be said as regards the order of nature
could not have been the cause of evil in him; for evil is not found
in those things which are always in act, but only in those things
in which potency is able to be separated from act ... But all the
angels are so created that whatever pertains to their natural per-
fection they possessed from the very moment of their creation: but
they were in potency as regards supernatural goods, which they
were able to attain through the grace of God. It must be concluded
that the sin of the devil did not consist in something pertaining
to the natural order, but in something regarding the supernatural.*®

15 De Malo, 16, 3. “ Deus per suam essentiam est ipsum esse subsistens; nec est
possibile esse duo hujusmodi, sicut nec possibile esse duas ideas hominis separatas,









































































































































































































